‘THE 
VEDANTA 
KAUSTUBHA 


DR. TRIPTA GUPTA 


VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 


VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA 
—A STUDY 


Dr. TRIPTA GUPTA 


SANJAY PRAKASHAN 
DELHI INDIA 


Published by : 

SANJAY PRAKASHAN 

Som Nath Dhall 

2/703, Pragati Vihar, Near Som Bazar, 
Delhi- 110053 

Phone : 2179462 


© Author 


First Edition : 2000 


ISBN : 81-7453-043-6 


Price : Rs. 300.00 


Laser Typesetting : 

A-ONE GRAPHIC 

X-4, Street No. 2, Brahmpuri, 
Dethi- 110053 

Phone : 2183470 


Printed. by : 
Roshan Offset 
Delhi- 110053 
Phone : 2260931 


DEDICATION 


Aafigaty wafiay 


Dedicated to my mother Smt. Shanti Devi and Late 
father Mr. Mukand Lal Bajaj. 


a Are a, 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


In connection with this work, it is my pleasant duty to 
pay my heartiest regards and thanks, first of all to my teacher 
and supervisor Dr. (Mrs.) Sita K. Nambiar, who with her 
propound learing, combined with affectionate behaviour, 
readily, helped me at all times and places. 


I express my gratitude to Dr. Satya Vart, then, the Head 
of the Department, for giving advice from time to time. 

I am also indebted to Sri Vrja Vallabha, Sri Sarvesvara 
Electric Press, Vrndavana, who helped me, whenever 
necessary, by sending the required books and suggestions 
on Nimbarka philosophy. 

Last but not least I am thankful to my husband Dr. 
Subhash Chander and sons Saurabh and Vibhor for the help 
and inspiration which they provided during the publishing 
of thesis. 

My thanks are due to all those scholars, whose works 


helped me consciously or unconsciously, while proceeding 
in the research work. 


—Tripta Gupta 


INTRODUCTION 


Philosophy has been considered as the most museful 
area of quest in India. Among the six systems of Indian 
philosophy, Vedanta has been the most popular system in 
India. Among the various schools of Vedanta, the Nimbarka 
School of Vedanta, has not attracted the attention of a number 
of scholars, as that of Sankara, RamAnuja or Madhvacarya; 
consequently, much work has not been done in this field. 
Besides, the brief treatment of the Nimbarka School in the 
general books on Indian philosophy, only two or three works 
are—worth mentioning namely ‘Doctrines of Nimbarka and 
his Followers’ by Dr. Roma Bose and ‘Nimbarka School of 
Vedanta’ by UmeSa Misra. But both deal with Nimbarka’s 
philosophy in particular and that of his successors in general. 
None of the works has given due importance to Vedanta- 
Kaustubha of Srinivasa, the immediate disciple and successor 
of Nimbarka, and therefore it requires separate treatment, 
which I have tried to give in the present work ; pointing out 
clearly its position, merits, demerits etc. 


The first chapter deals with the personal life of 
Srinivasacarya. I have tried to give, whatever, material I 
obtained about his birth, education and personal life. His 
date of birth with reference to that of Nimbarka has been 
fixed on the basis of internal as well as external Pramanas. 
The achievements of Srinivasa in philosophical field have 
also been dealt with. Vedanta-Kaustubha-Prabha, the only 
commentary available on Veddnta-Kaustubha has dealt with 
in brief. 


The second chapter traces the origin of bhedabheda 


(x) 


school. Its origin has been traced right from the Reveda 
itself and the stages of development have been discussed. It 
is to bring to your notice that the study 1S incomplete since 
our opinion is based on the limited amount of literature 


available there since the missing links could not be located 


due to the absence of treatises. 

The third chapter takes into consideration the philosophy 
of Srinivasacarya, as contained in Vedanta-Kaustubha. 
Brahman, Cit and Acit, the three realities, and their mutual 
relation, leading to nomenclature of system as Svabhavika- 
bhedabheda, has been dealt with exhaustively. His concept 
regarding moksa and its sadhanas or means of realization 
have also been dealt with in Vedanta-Kaustubha. In the Second 
Part of the chapter, position of Vedanta-Kaustubha in 
Nimbarka Sarpradaya, has been assessed. 

The fourth chapter deals with the comparative study of 
philosophy contained in Vedanta-Kaustubha with that of 
Sankaracarya, Bhaskaracarya, Ramanujacarya, Madhvacarya, 

‘and Caitanya as presented by Baladeva Vidyabhisana. 

The concluding chapter is a summary of research work. 


—Tripta Gupta 


NOTES ON TRANSLITERATION 


In the book, the Devanigari characters are transliterated 
according to the scheme adopted by the International 
Congress of Orientalist at Athens in 1912 and since then 
generally acknowledged to be the only rational and 
satisfactory one. 
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CHAPTER I 
LIFE OF SRINIVASACARYA 


Srinivasacarya, the writer of Vedanta-Kaustubha was 
the immediate disciple of Nimbarkac4rya and one of the 
most prominent 4cdryas in Nimbarka Sarnpradaya. At the 
command of his preceptor, he wrote Vedanta-Kaustubha, 
which is more than a gloss on the Brahma-Sitra-Bhasya 
known as Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha of NimbarkAc4rya, this 
fact is recorded by Srinivasacarya himself— 


sess ATTA TGA TSH GavAIT Aa Behar 
derma fag face 

At his command, I, his disciple desirous to win his 
favour, am composing Vedanta-Kaustubha, which is 
composed of soft and limited words and which express the 
purport of that (Vedanta P&rijata Saurabha), which is in 
accordance with the way or path demonstrated by him, with 
a desire of obtaining his favour and for benefitting the wise. 


Very little is known about the personal life of Srinivasa 
from his work. Only a little information is obtained from 
Nimbarkacarya’s Dagasloki and other references. 


Mythologically, he is said to be an incarnation of Sankha 
or Conch-shell of Visnu (3f@ladk:) as Nimbarkacdrya is 
also said to be an incarnation of the discus of Visnu 


(qaxtaraan: ). 


Srinivasa is said to have appeared on this earth in the 
hermitage of Nimbarka in the month of Magha, (January- 
February) on the fifth day of the bright half of the moon in 
Vrndavana. His father's name was Acaryapada and his 


& 
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mother’s Lokamati. The couple is said'to be very righteous 
and well educated. According toa tradition, once Ac4ryapada, 
who was travelling to conquer the whole world by his 
scholarship stayed in the agrama of Nimbarka, but did not 
accept the meal because dusk had appeared. There upon 
Nimb4rka by his power. caused the setting sun fo rest ona 
Nimba tree, so that his guest might accept food. Acaryapada 
was overwhelmed by the spiritual eminence of Nimbarka 
and immediately became his disciple and started living in 
his hermitage ; where Srinivasa was born later on. He is 
also believed to be a Telugu Brahmin. 

Srinivasa received the knowledge of all the scriptures 
directly from Nimbarka. It is also said that Nimbarka devoted 
Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha to Srinivasa’ and wrote (Dasasloki) 
for him. Later on, Srinivasa wrote Vedanta-Kaustubha at his 
command. 

Nimbarkacarya, is also said to have composed eight 
$lokas each in praise of Sri Krsna and Radha and by reciting, 
Srinivasa was able to have direct vision of Radha-Krsna. 

Srinivasacarya travelled far and wide in the country 
and had many promising disciples such as Visvacarya and 
so on, who not only furthered the Bhedabheda school of 
Nimbarka but also defended his school against the attacks of 
rival schools. 

Visvac4rya bows down to Srinivasacarya— 

Waa: Fears wey waft: wremafaraa: | 

area Yay aa stad evi weir 

Purusottamacarya wrote a very comprehensive bhasya 
on DaSasloki of Nimbarka, therein, also he pays obeisance 
to Srinivasa as his Guru— 

“a ae are fra a freer oitsitfrara yeu’ 

Date of Srinivasa 


About the date of Srinivasa and his works, nothing is 
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known. He himself is silent on this point also, as in the case 
of his personal life. But one thing is definite that he, being 
the direct pupil of Nimbarkacarya, must be near to the time 
of Nimbarka. Therefore, to decide the date of Srinivasa; the 
date of Nimbark4carya should be determined first. But the 
date of Nimbarka is also controversial. 


The traditional view point which assigns Nimbarkacarya 
to a very ancient period i.e. his being contemporary of Vy4sa 
is not acceptable. Because this view is based merely on the 
account given in Bhavisya-Purana— 


Gert sad Horaah Beate 

Franfeea fa wat eirenhi ofteate 

The account given, therein, cannot be said as fully 
historical, since there is no other authoritative historical proof 
to support the fact ; because the things mentioned in the 
Puranas are not accepted as fully historical. Moreover, the 
date of the Purana is not definite. It can-be a late. work also. 
Therefore, nothing can be established on the basis of this 
account. 

Some scholars hold that Nimbarkdcarya is the oldest 
commentator of the Brahmasitras. The arguments given are 
the following :- 

The language of Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha and Vedanta- 
Kaustubha is very simple, devoid of complicated construction 
and so on. 

Sarhkaracdrya criticizes Bhedabhedavada,‘ which is 
Nimbarka’s Svabhavika-Bhedabhedavada. Nimbarka’s 
Bhedabhedavada is even anterior to Gaudapada as is clear 
from the fact that Gaudapada refers to Bhedabhedavada in 
one of his KSrikas— | 

see Tenet fe dd ade Tea 

Taryn be Aart az fewer! 
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The arguments given above donot stand on solid 
grounds, it would be seen presently. 


It is accepted, that the language and style of Vedanta- 
Kaustubha is very simple in comparison to other bhasyas of 
the Brahmasitras. But mere language and style do not 
constitute a firm ground in itself, to establish a fact, unless 
and until, these are supported by some other dependable 
proof. These linguistic and stylistic peculiarities differ from 
writer to writer and, therefore, cannot be said as conclusive 
evidences in themselves. 


Nimbarkacarya does not criticize or allude to any other 
Vedantic School in his Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha, but 
criticizes Sankara in other books.* He criticizes Nirguna-vada, 
Drsti-Srsti-vada etc. doctrines of Sankara.’ From this, one 
fact is established that Nimbarka was not a predecessor of 

Gaudapada’s Karika does not refer to Bhedabheda but 
to the Bheda or Dvaita School, it is supported by the context 
also. Since in the preceding K4rikas the allusion is to the 
Dvaita School, which is being continued here also.” 


The refutation of Bhedabheda by Sarhkara is that of the 
schools existing even earlier than Sathkara, some of which 
are even recorded by Badarayana," in the Brahmasttras. The 
Bhedabheda Schools existed even prior to the Brahmasiitras 
and among those, the Svabhavika Bhedabheda of Nimbarka 
has been alluded, it cannot be held with certainty ; because 
Badarayana does not mention Nimbarka, along with 
ASmarathya, Audulomin and Kagakrtsna, whose names and 
doctrines are referred to as Propounding Bhedabheda-vada. 


From this discussion one thing is established that 


Nimbarka is Ving to Badarayana and Sankaracdrya. As 
he criticizes Sankara in his book, it means Sankara’s doctrine 


a TRO ae ie 
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was fairly prevalent by his time. Nimbark4c4rya is even later 
than Bhaskaracarya propounder of Aupadhika Bhedabheda. 
Firstly because the need of justification of co-existence of 
Bheda i.e. difference and Abheda i.e. non-difference exists 
for Bhaskaracarya” and not for NimbarkAcdrya. It indicates 
the fact that all of the prior commentaries propounding 
Bhedabheda have become extinct by his time and therefore 
Bhaskaracarya deemed it necessary to justify the co-existence 
of Bheda and Abheda, first of all and then he proceeded to 
expound his philosophical concepts, while Nimbarka does 
not feel this need. 


Secondly Bhaskaracarya is nearer to Sankaracarya than 
Nimbarkacarya, it is evident from the effect of the philosophy 
of Sarkara on the philosophy of Bhaskara. Inspite of 
Bhaskara’s refutation of doctrines of Sarikara, such as that 
of Avidya" and considering the world as ‘mithya’ and so on 
still he is under the effect of Sankara’s powerful philosophical 
doctrines unconsciously. 


Bhaskara regards the presence of Bhedabheda relation 
in the bound state only. He holds like Sarnkara that Jiva is 
united with Brahman in the released state. Bhaskara, like 
Sarhkara, holds that it is due to the upadhis" that the individual 
soul considers itself as different from Brahman, and the 
removal of upAdhis leads it to realize its nature, as identical 
with Brahman, although the upadhis are also regarded as 
real. Similarly the atomic size of the individual self is 
regarded as ‘aupddhika’ and ‘vibhutva' is regarded its real 
nature. 


Some scholars hold’*that Nimbarka was posterior to 
Madhvacdarya oy the following grounds— 


His name is not mentioned among the twenty one 
commentators conquered by Madhvacarya,"’ whose names 
are the following : 
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Bharativijay, Saccidananda, Brahmagosha, Satananda, 
Udavarta, Vijaya, Rudrabhatta, Vamana, Yadava-Prakasa, 
Pisaca, Vrttikara, Vijayabhatta, Visnukranta, Vadindra 
Madhvadasa, Safkaracarya, Ramanuja, Bhartrprapaiica, 
Dramida, Brahmadatta, Bhaskara and therefore it follows 
from above that Nimbarka was posterior to Madhvacarya. 


Secondly Ninibarka’s philosophy is not recorded in 
saddarsana-Samgraha of Madhavac4rya written in the 14th 
Century, it means Nimbarka had not flourished by that time. 


Thirdly there is a manuscript called Madhva-mukha- 
mardana which is said to be written by Nimb4rka. The 
manuscript is being preserved by the followers of Madhva 
and is not made available to anyone. It Clearly indicates that 
Nimbarka came after Madhavacarya. 


Fourthly as Nimbarka himself refers to three Vaisnava 
Samhpradayas i.e. the Sri, Brahma and Sanaka ; the Brahma 
Sampradaya is the name of Madhvacarya’s school, therefore 
it means Nimbarka was posterior to him. 


But these arguments can be refuted easily, as will be 
seen presently. 


6 


As far as the first argument is concerned,that as 
Nimbéarka is not referred to 


The argument that Nimbarka’s do 


i ctrine i 
in Sad-DarSana-Sarhgraha and so ‘ht rine is not recorded 


Was non-existent, by 
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that time does not have much force. The non-reference to a 
thing does not necessarily indicate its non-existence. 
Moreover, Madhvacirya does not allude to any of the former 
Bhedabheda School as that of Bhaskara etc. should it be 
contended, then that Bhaskara had also not existed by that 
time? 

The manuscript named Madhva-mukha-mardana, when 
it is not lent to any body, as is said, by the scholars" them- 
selves, how it may be believed that it is really written by 
Nimbarka or not ? It can be a hearsay also. Moreover, one 
cannot understand the fact, why a book which refutes one’s 
own school or system would be preserved by that very school! 


The reference to Sr1, Brahma and Sanaka Sampraddyas 
by Nimbarka, (which I am unable to find in his works,) can 
be also on the basis of a verse found in Padma Purina-“Those 
mantras which belong to no sects are not effective and 
therefore in the Kali age, there shall be the followers of four 
sects of Srl, Brahma, Rudra and Sanaka. They shall be the 
Vaisnavas purifying the world.”" 


R.G. Bhandarkar” has placed NimbArka in the beginning 
of 12" Century, just after Ramanuja-“In my Report on the 
search for Sanskrit Manuscripts for the year 1882-83, I have 
given two succession lists of spiritual teachers, one of the 
sect of Anandatirtha and another of that founded by 
Nimbarka. This contains 37 names, there is another list in 
manuscript 709 of the collection of 1884-7, which contains 


45 names. The two lists agree upto No. 32, Harivyasadeva. 


After that, while the first has only five names, the second 
has thirteen names, and none of these agrees with any of the 
five, so that after Harivy4sadeva, the line appears to have 
divided itself into two branches. No. 709 of the same 
collection was written in Sarhvat 1806 Corresponding to 1750 
A.D., when Goswamin Damodara was living. He was thirty- 
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third after Anandatirtha died in 1879 A.D. Anandatirtha 
according to our revised date died in 1276 A.D., so that his 
thirty-three successors occupied 603 years. Supposing that 
the thirty three successors of Nimbarka occupied about the 
same period and allowing about fifteen years of life to 
Damodara Goswamin, who was living in 1760 A.D. and 
substracting from 1765 A.D., 603 years, we have 1162, which 
is about the date of Nimbarka’s death, so that he lived after 
Ramanuja.” 

I agree with R.G. Bhandarkar fully. Nimbarkacarya 
flourished just after RamAnuja, this fact can be proved on 
some additional grounds too. 

Firstly Nimbarkacarya’s philosophical concept bears 
similarity to that of Ramanujacarya. Raméanuja regards Cit 
and Acit as constituting the very body of Brahman or Visnu. 
While Nimbarka considers Cit and Acit as powers of Brahman 
and this concept of relation of power and powerful (xtfert: & 
_-xifaarir) between Brahman and Cit and Acit, seems to be 
an improvement over the SRRIRR Ataata-4: propounded 
by Ramdnuja. The concept conveyed by Riad: & 
Watsenawray: of Nimbarka and WRRIKKtAaas-s: of 
RAménuja is almost same. Bhakti, which was emphasized 
by RAamdanuja, was also dealt with in details by Nimbarka 
and his followers, and expounded fully. 

Nimbdark4carya seems to follow RamAnujac4rya even 
in following the Vaisnavite cults. Similarly he gives preference 
to Prapatti-Vada or doctrine of self-Surrender.” 

The Vyihas and Avataéras” mentioned by him, are 
common to Ram4nuja. The doctrines of Nimb4rka are near 
to the southern branch of Raménuja school, who also believes 
in Prapattivada and agrees to the instance of cat and its Kittens 
(arsiit=a:). The only difference between Nimbarka and 
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Ramanuja being that the former takes Radha-Krgna for 
meditation, while the latter takes N drayana and Laksmi which 
can be explained due to the difference of countries in which 
they flourished. Nimbarka flourished in Vrndavana where 
R4dha-Krsna cult was more prominent. 


Therefore in the light of the above discussion, it is held 
that Nimbarkacarya flourished in the twelfth century after 
RamAnuja and before Madhvacarya. Srinivasdcarya, as is 
contended, being the immediate disciple of Nimbarka, must 
have flourished from the latter part of twelfth century to the 
beginning of thirteenth century. 

Works 


The monumental work of Stinivasacarya is Vedanta 
Kaustubha, which he wrote for elucidating Vedanta-Parijata- 
Saurabha, the commentary on the Brahma-Sitras written by 
Nimbarkacarya. 

Besides this, he is said tohave written Laghu-Stavaraja- 
Stotram, Stava-Paficaka-Mahatmya and VedantaK arikavali,” 

But in some books we also find reference to some other 
books attributed to him ; such as Khyati-nirnaya,” Rahasya- 
Prabandha and Kathopanisadbhasya. The books are not 


available and much cannot be said about their authorship or 
Content etc. 


Laghu-stavaraj-stotram is not a philosophical work, as 
is evident from the name itself. It is a small treatise composed 
in eulogy, Khyati-Nirnaya deals with philosophical concepts 
of Nimbarka’s School is evident from the reference by 
Sundarabhatta, as he alludes to it to look for an explanation 
of a Philosophical concept, which is well-expounded there. 

¢danta-K4rik4vali has also been ascribed to Srinivasacarya.* 
AS we go through the work for the examination of the above 
t we find two references to Srinivasa in the commentary 

fe hyatmaSudhatarangini of Purusottama Prasdda Vaisnava 


,  —e 


10 Veddnta-Kaustubha—A Study 


Mo gaererarreerenret wa fared 1’ 

and weleat wauta: fPrara wTeTe: 

No other direct statement, stating him as the author 
has come down to us. Besides this the language is also very 
simple like that of Vedinta-Kaustubha. And it is quite possible 
that the treatise was composed by Srinivasa following the 
example of his guru, who composed other treatises for 
refutation (Dafagloki & S.N.K.S.R.) of other Schools and 
for putting an equally detailed emphasis on the sadhya as 
well as sadhana part of his philosophy. But this still remains 
a surmise, and nothing can be said finally unless some 
stronger and conclusive ground be found for support. 
Commentary 


Vedanta-Kaustubha-Prabha written by KeSava Kasmiri 


Bhatta is the only commentary on Ved4nta-Kaustubha. The 
writer himself says : 


weft sieiaram: sisiforaraat aermetquareresty 


farcama, wa ein wae fanaa deralequeaen 
arate ayer 1’ 


Moreover the title itself indicates the above fact. KeSava 
Kasmiri is said to have flourished at the-end of 14th century 
or at the beginning of the 15th century. He is one of the 
prominent scholars of Nimbarka school. 


His language and style is not simple like that of 


Srinivasa. It is written in an elaborate style. It not only 
elucidates the commentary of Srinivasa but also criticizes if 


detail the doctrine of Tival s vartav 
eta Chools, such i a, 
nirvisesavada, jivanmukti” et se es 


fn Inspite of accepting the details given by Srinivasdcarya, 
is not forget in Pointing out his Original ideas here” 
ere and elaborate explanations are provided, whereever 
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necessary. Almost everything is taken up and explained by 
him. 

Undoubtedly his comment 
place in Nimbarka Sarhprad 
on Vedanta-Kaustubha. 


Language and Style of Vedanta-Kaustubha 


Vedanta-Kaustubha is written in a very simple and lucid 


style. It is written in prose, which is interknitted by similes, 
allusions, ripakas, illustrations and quotations. 


His language is purely befitting for a bhasya, especially 
for a bhasya written ona philosophical treatise. The language 
of a bhasya, intended to explain the technical terms and 
metaphysical concepts should be very clear and free of 
ambiguity altogether. Otherwise, the reader entangled in the 


wordly jugglery would not be able to comprehend the deep 
import of the work. 


ary occupies a significant 
aya and is a befitting commentary 


This criterion at its best can be applicable to Vedanta- 
Kaustubha. Its language goes a long way in assisting the 
Teader to grasp the underlying ideas well. There are no 
complicacies in the language. Any sitra may be taken up 
and studied as an illustration of above statement. Though 
later, its language is simpler even than those of its predeces- 
sors Sarhkaracarya and Ramanujacarya. 

The author seems to have full command over Sanskrit 
language and it is free of grammatical flaws. 


His language is fluent. No where it seems to be either 
unnatural or superficially thrust in, 


On the hand the Style is not conversational 1ike that of 


amkaracarya’s bhasya, but on the other hand it is written 
in a descriptive manner. 


He tries to explain each and every word of the Sitra as 
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clearly as possible with the help of a number of examples 
and illustrations. 

Like other bhasyas he puts forth first of all the Parva- 
paksa in all details, refutes it, and then presents his Siddhanta 
or doctrine and establishes it fully. 


Like Nimbarkacarya, he does not criticize any of the 
rival Vedantic School in his bhasya and engages himself only 
inthe business of elucidation. That is why, Vedanta-Kaustubha 
is especially beneficial for a person, who is going to study 
Nimbarka’s Svabhavika Bhedabheda for the first time. 


As Sanskrta language had already become the language 
of pandits and scholarly works since a long time, there seems 
to be no change in language since changes can come in a 
spoken language only. Therefore Sanskrta language of 
Srinivasa also does not depict any sign of change and 
development. Same linguistic usages are seen every where. 
Only stylistic differences are there. 


There is no notable linguistic peculiarity in Vedanta- 
Kaustubha. At some places there appears to be frequent use 
of particles and verbal forms are also not infrequent. The 
usage of verbal forms and particles etc. is just in consonance 
with the rules of classical grammer written by Panini. 
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CHAPTER II 
ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
BHEDABHEDA SCHOOL 


Bhedabheda School of Vedanta is not a later development 
but has a long historical background. That it is fairly old, it 
becomes evident from a number of references by later 
philosophers, though no earlier work is extant today. 


Some scholars have traced this doctrine back to the 
Vedas itself. “The Bhagvadgita, which is regarded as the 
essence of the Upanisads, the older Puranas and Paficaratra, 
dealt within this volume are more or less on the lines of 
Bhedabheda. In fact the origin of this theory may be traced 

to the Purusa Sikta.”’ 


I approve the fact that Purusa Sikta contains the seeds 
of Bhedabheda : 


“a aa faradl qrarcafasserreqerq i’ 
“ware afer saraiza Yea: | 


Weise fara aft frorecargd fafa” 


These mantras of the sikta clearly point to the fact that 
Brahman is not only identical with this creation, but also 
greater and distinct from this. And this is the essence of 
Bhedabheda doctrine, namely Brahman is both different as 
well as non-different from the world or the creation. 


That the doctrine of Bhedabheda finds support from 
the Upanisads, is evident from the two kinds of statements 
found in the Upanisads themselves. There are passages which 
indicate non-difference between Atman & Brahman— 
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“a 4 wistiitaeratire ad aered a aren acaefa 
yada” etc, 


and there are other Passages which indicate difference 
between Atman and Brahman such as— 


“St Got wast Maran wa ga uftacarsra | 
wae: fered eager afrareaetfa i” 


If both these kinds of passages be given equal 
importance, the doctrine which seems to be propounded by 


upanisads is clearly Bhedabheda. The same spirit is evident 
in Bhagvadgita too.° 


Bhedabheda school has been Properly expounded by 
the time of the Brahma-Sttra of Badarayana, it can be 
ascertained from the allusion to three different Bhedabheda- 
vadins’ views in the Brahmasttras by Badarayana himself 
as ; 

“wfitanfas-felemieared:” 

“Sopharra wdaranferdtscitfi: 

“ safeeadifa arerpecr: '* 

According to some scholars, Badarayana was himself, 
the propounder of Bhedabheda school and the view of 
Kasakstsna was his own siddhanta. It is also held that 
an independent study of the sitras also leads to the same 
Conclusion. But it is hypothetical and nothing can be said 
conclusively about Badarayana’s being the propounder of 
Bhedabhedavada. Still one fact is definite that Bhedabheda 


doctrine was prevalent even prior to Badardyana in some 
form or the other. 


Although no treatise expounding the doctrine of these 
Philosophers has come down to us, still we can know, what 


% 


their doctrine was, as their Philosophical doctrines are quoted 
by Badarayana and others, 


16 Vedanta-Kaustubha—A Study 


As interpreted by Srinivasa, Asmarathya held that there 
is difference and non-difference between individual soul and 
Paramataman as between cause and its effect. Audulomin 
propounded that there is relation of difference and non- 
difference between Jiva and Brahman, difference of Jiva from 
Brahman in the state of samsara and non-difference in the 
state of release. While Kasakrtsna held that the relation of 
difference and non-difference between Jiva and Brahman is 
the same as that of between the object controlled and the 
controller,’ while Sarnkaracdrya held Kasakrtsna to be the 
propounder of Monism. 


Besides this, it has also been established by Dr. Dasgupta 
that the Vikyakara referred to, under different names by 
Raménuja, Sarvajiiatmamuni and Anandagiri, is one and the 
same person, and he is said to have devoted a large part of 
his work in propounding the Bhedabheda doctrine." 


Sarhkaracarya in his bhasya on Brhad4ranyakopanisad, 
refutes the view point of Bhartrprapafica,’ referred to as the 
propounder of Bhedabhedavada. No written bhasyas have 
come down to us. 


We know about the philosophy of Bhartrprapajfica from 
references only. As said above Sarkardcarya refers to his 
doctrine in his bhasya on Brhad4ranyakopanisad and 
Anandajfiina in his commentary on Sarhkara Bhasya on the 
Brahma-SOtra, gives a number of extracts from Bhartf- 
prapafica’s bhdsya. 

Bhartrprapaiica 


These references and extracts have been collected and 
summed up by Mr. M. Hiriyanna. Accordingly Bhartrpra- 
paiica is the first bhedabhedavadin, from whose bhasya, some 
extracts are available, which helps us to know about his 
philosophical concepts. 
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Reality or Brahman in view of Bhartrprapajfica is Para 
and Apara or higher and Lower, or in other words it is 
Bhedabheda. Brahman or the absolute is the Supreme Lord. 
The Jivas and the material things constitute its Martamarta 
aspects. The infinite evolves into finite yet it is not exhausted 
and is beyond that. 


Bhartrprapafica propounds Parinamavada. Brahman 
evolves into the trinity of Isvara, Jiva and material world 
and at the same time remains one whole. Isvara is the inner 
ruler of all but lower to Brahman and the Jivas or the Saks 
ins are the next modal manifestations of Brahman of which 
the most important is Hiranyagarbha. In this way reality 
evolves itself into various forms of matter and soul. Thus 
reality exists as the Rasis or modes. Isvara, Cit and Acit the 
three form a unity in trinity. | 


The relation between Jiva, a real R4si or mode of 
Brahman and Brahman is the relation of substance and modes 
(Avasthavat and Avasthah) i.e. it is illustrated by the instance 
of ocean which manifests itself as waves and ripples and yet 
maintains its self-identity. 


According to him, the seeker after Mukti should first 
meditate on Hiranyagarbha, become one with him, and then 
he finally transcends this limitation too and attains Mukti. 


Bhartrprapajfica insists on Jnana-karma Samuccaya, i.e. 
synthesis of knowledge and actions alone leads to salvation. 


Bhaskaracarya 


After him comes Bhaskaracarya, whose bhasya has 
fortunately come down to us: He is said to have flourished 
after Samkardcarya, in about eighth century A.D. His 
doctrine is known as Aupadhika-bhedabheda. 


His philosophy not only depicts some further develop- 
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ment in this field but also manifests the unconscious effec, 
of his immediate predecessor Sankaracarya. 


He also propounds that Ultimate Reality is Brahman, 
But it is not Nirvigesa i.e. devoid of all kinds of attributes, 
To him Brahman is the absolute being in its causal state 
(@ROTAT) devoid of all names and forms, but Possessed of 
infinite metaphysical, moral and spiritual perfections. In 
conditioned form the same Brahman exists as the world of 
nature (Tate) and the world of souls (sitarear). Although 
he does not accept Brahman to be Nirak4ra as Sarhkaracarya 
propounds, yet at the same time his concept of Brahman is 
not similar to that of the later Bhedabhedav4dins like Yadava- 
Prakasa or NimbarkAcarya. 


Bhaskaracarya also recommends Parinamavada like 
other Bhedabhedavadins. It is Brahman, which evolves into 
Cit and Acit. 


Jiva is regarded as real as Brahman. According to him 
it is the upddhi which limits the Unlimited. It is due to upadhis 
alone that it differentiates itself into manifold Jivas with its 
parinama Sakti, but at the same time it remains unchanged 
and transcendent too. It is due to avidya or ignorance that 
the absolute is conditioned. Ignorance or Avidya works due 
to false identity of the self with empirical life. These Upadhis 
are also regarded by Bhaskara as real and not illusory. 


The Jiva is regarded as an arhga or part of Brahman and 
therefore it is neither different nor non-different from it, 
that is to say the relation is that of both bheda i.e. difference 
as well as of abheda i.e. non-difference. As the sparks are 
neither absolutely identical nor completely different from 
the fire,” Similarly in empirical state the relation of Jiva with 


Brahman is both bhinna and abhinna. As 4k4ga is limited by 


Jar, inthe same way Brahman breaks itself , as it were against 
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the Upadhis and becomes finite centre of experience. There- 
fore on the dawn of knowledge, these Upadhis vanish and 
the individual soul realizes its true nature as non-different 
from pure supreme soul. The individual soul attains Ekibhiva 
with Brahman which according to some scholars,” is, self 
expansion or unitive consciousness and not absolute identity 
as in the case of Sarhkaracarya. It is oneness with Brahman 
which abolishes the idea of duality or Bhinnatva. 


The best means for realization consists of combination 


of knowledge and action,which is in consonance to the spirit 
of Bhedabhedavada. 


Jivanmukti ideal of Sankarite school is not recommended 
by him. He accepts, Videhamukti and Kramamukti. 


Thus his philosophical concepts step forward in certain 
aspects such as accepting Bhedabheda relation between Jiva 
and Brahman only at empirical level. Bhartrprapajica 
propounds mukti to be gradual while Bhaskara recommends 
videhamukti also in addition to gradual liberation 
(Kramamukti). 

But on the other hand Bhaskara’s regarding Upadhis as 
real, created a dualism between Brahman and Upadhis, which 
has been tried to overcome by Yadava-Prakasga by the concept 
of parinama-vada, also known also as brahma parinadmavada, 
as we see presently. 


YAdava-Prakiga 


There is confusion regarding the identity of YAdava- 
Prakasa. Some identify him with the preceptor of Ramanuja 
who flourished in 11th century A.D. But nothing is certain. 
His Bhasya has not come down to us. Sudarsana Suri in his 
gloss on Sribhasya, well-known as SrutaprakAxik4 identifies, _ 
the view of Yadava-Prak4ga with the view of Asmarathya 
Summed up in Brahmasitras”* : 
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“ | Ieee SRE YA STAT! TA AE Brahe 
ernie  aeneattend Tarateel sar 


His philosophical concepts are mainly known from the 
reference contained in the works of Ram4nuja and 
se 14 
Paramatmabhanga of Vedanta-Desika. 


Reality according to Yadava-Prakasa_ is also 
bhinnabhinna from the ultimate point of view. It is one and 
identical with Itself but at the same time, It differentiates 
Itself into Cit and Acit also. 


He accepts parinamavada. It is due to its parindmasakij 
that It emanates Itself into manifold. 


Parindmasakti is the creative urge at the heart of 
Brahman and not something which vanishes like illusion. 
Therefore his parinamavada is known as Brahma-parinama- 
vada. And by this theory Yadava-Prakaga has tried to 
overcome the discrepancy of dualism, created by the concept 
of accepting upadhis as real (acatarfy:) in the system of 
Bhaskara. Like upadhi, the creative power of Brahman, is 
not something external or its reality is not limited to the 
empirical world only which would vanish on realisation, but 
it is present always or rather it Should be said as inherent in 
Brahman, though its working is manifested at proper times. 

The individual self or Cit, which is an integral element 
of the absolute, identifies itself with the body and its pleasures 
and pains, and as a Consequence falls prey to the endless 
circles of this Sarhsdra. The causes of bondage of Jiva are 
classified by YAdava-Prakasga under three heads—(1) 
Prakytibandha, (2) Vaik4rikabandha, and (3) Daksinabandha. 
The first consists of desire for Products of Prakrti, the second 


consists of desire for Sensibility and third consists of moral 
causality of karma. ‘ 


Yadava-Prak4ga also Propounds that the relation of Jiva 
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and Brahman is Bhedabheda i.e. Jtva js both different as 
well as non-different from Brahman in empirical state as 
well as in released state, while Bhaskara maintains non- 
difference during released state. But Yadava-PrakAsga gives 
equal emphasis on bheda and abheda, as later on, given by 
Nimbarkacd4rya and others. 


Yadava-Prakasa is more idealistic th 
and regards both Cit and Acit as equal expr 
to him there is no difference between Cit 
is sentient, in Acit or insentient objects 
the consciousness is in unmarifested fo 
objects it is manifested— 
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an Bhaskaracarya 
essions. According 
and Acit. Everything 
such as pitcher etc. , 
rm, while in sentient 


and therefore Acit is Cit in unmanifested form. Thus 
he denies the qualitative distinctions between the two. 

Yadava-Prakasa also holds that synthesis of both 
knowledge and actions (J hana-Karma-Samuccaya) leads to 
liberation which destroys the sense of difference and one 
realizes the relation of difference and non-difference between 
Jiva and Brahman. The finite is not absorbed in the infinite 
but realizes its true relation with Brahman. 


In YAdava-Prak4sa’s philosophy we find an effort to 
femove certain discrepancies of his predecessors as said 
before, and at the same time there are some concepts, such 
as theory of transformation etc., which are followed by the 
later Bhedabhedavadins. We get reference to KeSava also, 
Who is said to have lived after Bhaskara and followed him. 
But among the later philosophers of this school, Svabhavika 

bheda of NimbArka is the most prominent. 
Nimbarkacarya 


NimbarkAcarya is well-known as the propounder of 
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Svabhavika-Bhedabhedavada. H 
century. His father’s name was Ar 
Therefore he was also an as 

as Niyam4nanda oF el 
Siler yt he travelled far and wide in the country, 

We get reference to a number of works, written by 
Nimbarka, some of which have come down to us. Foremost 
of these, is the commentary named Vedanta-Parijata- 
Saurabha, written on the Brahma-siitras, which propounds 
the doctrine of Nimbark&cdrya and has the distinction of 
being the most concise commentary. Nimbark4carya does 
not engage in refutation of other Vedantic schools and is 
satisfied in presenting the meaning of sitras in as few words 
as possible without giving much details.” 

Nimbarka composed Daéga-Sloki. The treatise contains 
his views regarding the nature of three realities Krsna, Cit 
and Acit and the means of His attainment. 

He also composed a treatise consisting of twenty-five 
verses known as Savisesa-Nirvisesa Krsna-stava-raja.” 

Some other works such as Madhva-mukha-Mardana, 
Svadharmadhva-bodha, Prapatti-Cintamani, Aitihya- 
tattvaraddhanta are also said to have been composed by him." 

According to Nimbarka Brahman, Cit and Acit are the 
three Realities. According to him Brahman is Purusottama 
Or united figure (qrerafa:) of Krsna-Radha (<ArAFH:)” He 
1s the lord of all and the controller of all. No one is higher 


than Him.” He is called Brahman because He excel 
: cels all, b 
His Svabhavika gunas and gaktis - : 


“Pa aR TERT ARTTTER eu 
Wavreeyya: 7m" weewn CATH: yeaa: 


Therefore Brahman according to him is the personal 


e flourished in the 12th 
una and mother’s Jayanti, 
Aruni and Jayanteya. He 
Nimbaditya too. Though 


God. 
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Brahman is the material as well as the efficient cause of 
the universe but in what sense it is not clarified by Nimbarka- 
cirya. He is the cause of creation, maintenance and 
destruction of the universe, He accepts Parinamavada and 


holds that the creation js transformation of powers of 
Brahman. 


Brahman is gracious to his votaries and out of compas- 
sion, manifests, Its form to them. It is the giver of the fruits 
of the respective actions of individual selves.” 


Nimbérka also regards the Scriptures as authoritative 
proof for establishing the existance of Brahman, who is 
(aftaa4:) indescribable, otherwise, 


The Cit or the Jiva is the second Reality accepted by 
him. The individual self is HEaSG: i.e. of the nature of 
consciousness. The individual self is knower (3at)” also, 
besides having knowledge for its essence. To Say that the 
individual self is knowledge and has knowledge for its 
attribute, is not contradictory. It indicates the relation of 
substratum and attribute between the Jiva and knowledge.* 


The individual self is the object of the notion of 


‘T’(aene:) and this ‘Ahamartha’ persists in released state 
too.* 


That the self is also doer(@af) and enjoyer (staat) of 
the fruits of actions performed by it, it is proved by declaration 
made by the Sastra, that the individual self is capable of 
obtaining the salvation by meditation. 


___ The size of the Jiva is atomic” (31:). Though situated 
in the heart, it experiences the happiness and sorrow of the 
Whole body like a drop of sandal wood situated at one part 


Of the body, imparts coolness to the whole body. It is Anu 
“ven in the released state, 
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The individual self is eternal and reper States 
of waking, dream and deep sleep are controlled by Isvara. 

It is a part (#¥ut:) of Brahman. By part, an actual part 
cut off from the whole should not be understood. By the 
part is meant, that it is different as well as non-different 
from Brahman, as sakti is different as well as non-different 
from gaktiman. Thus by the self being part of Brahman is 
meant that both are related by the relation of power and 
powerful. 

The Acit or insentient element consists of three elements 
namely Prakrta, Aprakrta and Kala. Prakrta is the name 
given to that which is derived or evolved from Prakrti or 
Primal Matter. What is precisely meant by Aprakrta and 
Kala, is not explained by him. It is explained by Srinivisi- 
cirya as we will see in the next chapter. The relation subsisting 
between the Cit, Acit and Brahman is Svabhavika- 
Bhedabheda. The individual self is different as well as non- 
different from Brahman. It is different from Brahman, who 
is, its inner controller” and who is never subject to happiness 
and sorrow like the Jiva. On the other hand the Jiva being 
effect (karya) of Brahman is also non-different from It.”8 

Therefore the relation between the two is Bhedabheda. 
It is Svabh4vika or natural as it is not brought about by any 
external agency and therefore it persists in all states of the 
self in the bound as well as in the released. 

The same is the relation between the Acit and Brahman. 
Acit is different from Brahman, being its effect,?°the former 
being sentient, non-gross and so on, while the latter is in- 
sentient, gross and so on. The Acit is non-different from It, 

. being dependent on It for its existence. As coil of the serpent 
is dependent on the serpent.” 

Moksa or liberation according to Nimbarkacarya. 


consists in attaining the similarly with Brahman after the 
realization— 7 
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Moksa consists not Only in the 
but also in the realization of o 
Bhedabheda relation existing bet 
persists even in Moksa. 


NimbarkAcarya alludes to a number of Sadhanas or 
means of realization. Karma or actions purify the mind of 
seeker of Moksa and help in the rise of Vidya or knowledge. 
The external performance of sacrifices etc. are enjoined along 
with the internal control of the senses. 

Learning, childlike simplicity and Profound thinking 
are also helpful inthe rise of Vidya or knowledge. 

Nimbarkacarya lays stress on Bhakti i.e. devotion” and 
prapatti ¢.e. self surrender. Surrender to Guru” or the 
preceptor has been accepted as very significant by him. 


As is evident from this short account of Nimbiarka’s 
philosophy, he left a number of facts unexplained or half 
explained. The work was undertaken by his disciple 

rinivasacarya who wrote Vedanta-Kaustubha. Srinivas4- 
carya, is one of the most Prominent commentators of 
Nimbarka School, who not only clarified the theoretical 
background of the school, but also helped in the spreading 
of the doctrines of the school by his literary works. 


To conclude, we can say that historically, Bhedabheda 
School of Vedanta can be traced back to a fairly old period. 
Its existence was prior even to the Brahmasitras and its seeds 
obtainable from the Veda itself. although systematisation took 
Place at a later period, say in 500 B.C. Because the Brahma- 
Sitras are ascribed to about 200 B.C., and Bhedabheda is 
‘Ven prior to that. What may have been its time of origin, its 

“velopments which have been recorded and have come down 
'0 Us have been shown in the present chapter. The full 
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realization of Brahman, 
ne’s own nature. The 
ween Jiva and Brahman 
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development of this system took place at the time of 
flourishment of Nimbarka School, of which Srinivasa, one 
of the most prominent scholar, has been taken up in the next 


chapter. 
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CHATPER HI 
PART I 
PHILOSOPHY OF SRINIVASACARYA 
AS CONTAINED IN VEDANTA- 
K AUSTUBHA 


The philosophical doctrines of Srinivasacarya as 
contained in Ved4nta-Kaustubha donot merely elucidate the 
doctrine of NimbarkAc4rya but are also marked with ingenuity 
in conception and treatment. That is why Vedanta-Kaustubha 
does not seem to be a mere gloss but an independent work 
and therefore it requires special attention. 

Realities 

Srinivasac4rya accepts “Tattva’ or Reality to be threefold- 
viz. Brahman, Cit and Acit — 

“aad datafaay facfaqwertarqi"” 

Brahman is the supreme Reality, Cit stands for conscious 
entity i.e. individual soul and Acit stands for unconscious 
entity. These would be treated at their proper places. One 
thing may be noted at the very outset, which is emphasized 
by Srinivasac4rya again and again is that Brahman alone is 
Independent (Svatantra). The activities, existence etc. of the 
other two realities is dependent on It but this does not create 
dualism (Dvaita) as in the system of Madhvacarya and should 
not be mixed with that. 


Brahman 


The question of Saguna and Nirguna Brahman does not 
arise in the system of Srinivisa as in the case of his 
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tman, Bhagawén and go on, Nimbarkacary, 
krsina ie with his consort Radha but it j 
case of Srinivasa who does not refer to Radha. Srinivasa 
holds that Srikrsna in the form of Paragara, ecinede. 
Brahma-Satra to relieve people of their delusion— 


Ta] Geary: argea: URI a eA rH eT 
wrarater ty marie xetay Fiz 


Brahman is supreme being, resort of all auspicious 
qualities, possesses unthinkable attributes, It is omnipresent, 
oniniscient, Lord of all,” greater than alll ete. No one is either 
equal or superior to It. Brahman is said to be both Bhinna as 

well as Abhinna— 


“we srrarargea: |" 
Vasudeva is Abhinna as the Cause of the universe and 


Bhinna in the form of this universe consisting of Cit and 
Acit. 


He is the creator, cause of creation, maintenance and 
destruction of the world— 


“wear: arena wae: yo wa wTeafefa 
Pray wed f 3 

It is He from whom, the universe emerges out, on whom 
it subsists and in whom it finally merges.° 


He is the material as well as the efficient cause of the 
World, His upadanatva is worded by Srinivasacarya as— 


TARTAR TETAPOT SS LOL TANMATRT AR AYE AC I 
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He is the material cause of the world in nite of 
turning the powers existing in Him, from the su : ¢ form 
into the gross form. These powers called as Para an Apara 
are not separate or rather different from Paramatman but are 
inherent in Him. These are related to Him by the relation of 
éakti and Saktim4n i.e. power and powerful. These powers 
existing in Him in subtle form at the time of dissolution are 
turned into gross form which give rise to various further 
effects. 


Brahman is also the nimitta or efficient cause of this 
universe, the fact is put forth by SrinivdsdcArya in these 
words— 

SARAH ATTA TATA fT TOTS TTT TOTT 
Te AGATA THAIN: UE 
aaa Ferrer” 


He is the efficient cause in the sense that He unites the 
individual selves with the fruits of their respective actions, 
Why and how he does this is also explained here, The 
individual selves are incapable of recollecting the impressions 
of past births due to working of unending circle of actions 
and their fruits and He enables them to enjoy their respective 
fruits of actions by means of Providing respective instruments 
as well as required knowledge. By Saying that He provides 
knowledge perhaps Srinivasa wants to Say that without some 


knowledge, one cannot distinguish between good or bad fruits 
and in that case one cannot enjoy happiness or feel sorrow 
for some pleasant or uy 


npleasant happening. Therefore 
Braliman provides knowledge to enjoy and to reap the fruits 
of their actions. 
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ownself in the form of universe. Transformation of Brahman 
consists of transformation of Its Powers, which OXist ff) tt 
permanently and are controlled by fr 
aftoraata '” 

Brahman is both transcendent as we 


oll as immanent. 1 
is transcendent because It is beyond and more than the mere 


aggregate of created Cit and Acit beings and immanent 
because It resides in the heart of human beings as their inner 


controller— 
Ratan aR ai 


Bhagawén is also beyond the Sway of actions and three 
gunas. He is manifested only in meditation to votaries 
and unmanifested otherwise. He is Controller of the three 
states of individual selves in waking, dream and deep 
sleep. According to Srinivasa dreams are also created by 
Paramatman because individual self being, devoid of 
weaaHetea etc. powers in the bound State, is incompetent to 
create these. 


He is always an abode of knowledge and bliss and confers 
these on individual Selves at released state. He has abundant 
bliss or Ananda which is celestial and not ephemral.” 


He alone is the giver of fruits of actions to individual 
souls— 


“RATS RATATAT Tieaea Heres we afrgrefat'” 

He refutes the view point of Jaimini that Apdrva is the 
Siver of fruits. It is He, who confers fruits on all in accordance 
"© one’s actions, good or bad and without being partial to 
“Wyone. He is also the giver of salvation and stretches His 
‘Iping hand to His votaries to enable them to receive His 
ct vision and so on. He is the creator of Nama-rOpa 1.¢. 
name and form but He Himself, is beyond it. He is Aptakama 
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i.e. all of his desires are satisfied and ATeTT i.e. being 
devoid of all kinds of sins or dogas. 

As pointed out already, Srinivasa contends Brahman to 
be Saguna. Therefore a number of scriptural passages which 
declare it as Nirguna etc. are interpreted by him in a different 
way, he holds that the word ‘Nirguna’ applied to it indicates 
Its being devoid of inauspicious qualities and it does not 
mean the absolute negation of all kinds of attributes and so 
on. Similarly other words such as Nirakara etc. are explained 
as denoting absence of inauspicious form and so on. To put 
it in other words Srinivasa upholds the view that Srikrsna is 
possessed of all kinds of auspicious attributes ultimately. 
The relative qualities such as virtue and vice, auspiciousness 
or inauspiciousness donot touch Him.” 


The general nature of Brahman being established thus, 
there remains a question i.e. what is the proof of the existence 
of Brahman? Like other Indian philosophers, Srinivasacarya 
declares Sabda or scriptures to be conclusive proof in this 
matter, These scriptures are declared as divine or 
and said to have come down to us through the seers (s°2IX:) 
who gave expressions to the truths which they perceived 
through the divine inspiration. Therefore SAstras are to be 
regarded as authoritative. Admitted, that reasoning is also 
helpful in the solution of a number of problems ; and helps 
a lot. But at the same time it is also true that reasoning is 
also limited and cannot help in grasping each and every 
thing. The higher metaphysical things cannot be grasped by 
reasoning alone. Therefore one has to take shelter in the 
experiences of great seers whose documents are recorded in 
our scriptures. We should not forget the fact that these 
different seers, although definitely spiritually higher person, 
would colour the indescribable (afrdfeta:) reality in their 
own personal way. Therefore there are differences on the 
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methods of approach as well as on the description of Reality. 
But inspite of that, until one finds out the method of approach 
for oneself and realizes Brahman, one has to resort to these 
seers’statements for advancement in this field. In this sense 
authority of these scriptures May said to be unquestionable. 


The nature of Brahman as described, raises certain 
general problems which Srinivasa tried to solve. 


Foremost of these, is that if Brahman is 311TH: i.e. 
all of His desires are fulfilled then what is the purpose in 
creating this Universe ? In day to-day matters we find that 
each and every work of even tiny animate beings is motivated 
by some purpose or other. So should be in the case of the 
creation of this world. There must be some desire-or motive 
working behind it. But on the other hand Sruti declares, It to 
be Aptak4ma then why does It create this Universe ? Secondly 
a creation is not merely for the good of the individual selves; 
because it is a circle of doing work and reaping its fruits that 
leads to entanglement in various kinds of sorrows and 
anxieties. Even if It created this world why creation was not 
on equal basis, why is there a difference in fortune of people 
and so on ? 


Lilavida 


For the solution of the first problem, namely- why 
AptakAma Brahman created the universe Srinivasicarya, like 
other Ved4ntists, takes resort to the well-known theory of 
Lil4 as propounded by Badardyana in the Brahmasdtras— 
“teag vierchact'™. The fact that a number of theories 
were propounded for the solution of the problems is evident 
from Gaudapada’s Karikas— 
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seam wal: gftefiia gel fatatram: | 

cprerengta ari ART STAPH: | 

aime gfe wteieifata aa | 

daca TAUTASTAATAs ST TPCT 

But among these various theories, all the Vedantists 
accept Lilavada, though the interpretations differ suiting their 
respective doctrines. “= 

By the word Lila is meant, sportive activity. In other 
words anything which is done as easily and delightfully as 
a sport, without causing any exertion. As is put forth by 
Dr. Mahendra Nath Sircar—“Lild signifies a spontaneous 
sportive activity, as distinguished from a self-conscious 
volitional effort and stress.””° 

Accepting this theory Srinivasacarya holds that the 
creation is Lila of Brahman. It is illustrated by the instance 
of a sovereign king, who with all of his longing fulfilled 
indulges in sports sometimes— 

Vg aq we waved data weitned fata 
fatuanearcatetafaateReicre exad, teat TASTY cite 
acd, hac fasdienerifestsrraracad: 1°" 

The point is further clarified by Kesava Kasmiri Bhatta— 

“qe a Genre Galenrcncaarrdas 


As a person in exuberance of delight cannot resist 
dancing singing etc., irrespective of any fruit, in the same 
way Brahman in the outflow of Bliss creates the universe 
without any purpose or motive working behind it. 

Here a paralleled instance of a child may be cited, who 
dances and sings in excessive happiness without any motive 
or desire. It is the natural reaction of happiness. This is 
what is implied in the concept of Lil4. Creation is a natural 
outcome of Brahman, immersed in Bliss. Here it would not 


be out of place to refer to other Ved4ntists on the point of 
Lilavada. 
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undertaken without any purpose in view. But it might be 
objected that these sportive activities are also meant for 
recreation at least. This objection is put off by providing 
another illustration. As breathing takes place Without any 
effort on the part of living beings as ‘Svabhava’ Similarly 
creative act takes place without the help or any assistance 
and effort. Moreover neither Sruti nor Nyaya supports the 
fact that there can be a purpose for the fulfilment of which 
creation proceeds. It is merely “Svabhava’ which cannot be 
altered or replaced. This universe appearing to be a great 
work for us is mere Lila for Brahman due to Its being 
possessed of unlimited powers— 


An additional ground has been presented by the 
commentator Vacaspati Misra when he says creation is. not 
Parmarthika i.e. real from ultimate point of view, it is real 
only from worldly point of View (earaeria aa) therefore 
No purpose is required for its creation— 

“St a Aa wenfSet gitetaqgedd yateray'™ 

Bhaskara almost follows Samkaracarya in this respect 
and takes Lil to mean ‘Svabh4va’. Therefore creative activity 
1S 4 Spontaneous activity and not deliberate or volitional. 
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Theistic Vedantists like Madhvdcarya, Raménuja-carya 
and Baladeva Vidyabhisana hold that Lila implies that 
spontaneous activity which is caused by overflowing Bliss, 
as is upheld by Srinivasa, shown above— 


ger AIS AT Faas TMMfeciten 7 waste 
wanavarey 

i.e. as a person, intoxicated by overflow of happiness 
indulges in dancing, singing etc. activities, being irrespective 
of any purpose, same is true in the case of Ivara. 

As is evident from this short discussion, for Srinivasa 
and other theistic Ved4ntists Lila stands for spontaneous 
activity accompanied by exurberance of Bliss, and this is a 
more plausible interpretation. Dr. Radha Krisnan” also says 
that Its joy overflows into existence. This spontaneous outflow 
is symbolized by Lilavada, same thing is put by M.N. Sircar 
in these words—“The functioning of will for a definite 
purpose is the work of a finite being. ISvara is willing but to 
no definite purpose, it must necessarily be an expression in 
delight, for bliss, is Its soul, delight, the expression. A step 
further and we may add that even volitional effort is centred 
in delight, willing is move to delight and in delight. And 
because in finite consciousnes such a move is directed beyond 
self ; we become apt to identify willing with a conscious 
striving for the removal of a want or a need. But deeper 
psychological analysis reveals that willing is fed in delight, 
the final satisfaction is consequent upon fulfilment. Willing 
is then the search and the expression of delight consciousness 
in finite being and expression solely in the infinite.”” 


' Therefore the Lilavada seems to be the nearest approach 
in solving the problem why this universe was created? some 
scholars hold that “Brahman and the universe are co-relatives. 


od 
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wd 


one implying the other. Hence the evolution of the universe 
is a logical necessity on the part of Brahman. If the universe 
is impossible without Brahman, Brahman, is no less 
incomplete without the universe.”” But I donot think that 
the universe can be a logical necessity on Brahman, who is 


above all these things. Secondly as far as I understand 
Lilavada does not imply this fact. 


Acceptance of Lilavada leads to another objection. If 
creation is Lil4, is it also irrelevant like amy Lil4 or there is 
some criterion working behind it ? To this, it is replied, that 
He creates the universe in such a way ; s0 that the beings 
may be able to reap the fruits of their respective actions. He 
is impartial and helps to enable living beings to reap the 
fruits of their actions like the cloud which pours rain equally 
every where; and it depends on the difference in seeds and 
soil, which causes difference in crops.” 


Another question may be raised here i.e. how was the 
nature of first creation determined ? To this it is replied by 
all Indian philosophers and same is naturally said by 
Srinivasa, that creation is beginningless (-1fe:) and endless 
(H7d:) and therefore the question of first creation does not 
aris¢. But this does not satisfy a logical mind and the solution 
given shows the inability of human minds or rather limitation 
which we cannot overcome. So we again come to our last 
point. 


Brahinan is said to be the material cause of this world 
and it is also said” that all of the material evolutes come out 
from Praksti or matter. There is no contradiction involved 
in these two statements. Praksti which is said to evolute the 
various objects works in accordance to the wish of Brahman 
and is dependent on Him and not independent in its activities 
and therefore Brahman is the material cause of the universe 


= 


_ 
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ultimately and not Prakrti. Here another problem arises— it 
is held in the Sotra ‘Set Aa: that at the time of creation, 
powers of Brahman known as Para and Apar4 existing in it 
inherently, in subtle form are transformed into gross form, 
give rise to various products of this universe consisting of 
animate and inanimate objects. Then how can Prakrti and 
Para and Apara both be said to give rise to various evolutes 
at the same time ? Srinivasdcarya does not give any clue, as 
to how these two are reconciled. But as appears from his 
interpretation of the Sdtra— 

‘aeaqemed Atalfeaefada:’ as 

‘FOAUHA PASM Tea: WephasiaetcargaeaiAacarat— 
We, da vile fager rater fea at qelowAer 

He does not seem to hold any distinction between Sakti 
of Brahman and Prakrti, perhaps according to him, Prakrti 
is equated to Apar4 of Brahman, but it is not stated clearly 
any where. 

Another very natural objection is raised in our ordinary 
life. We observe that the material cause and its effects are of 
same kind, then either universe should also be of the nature 
of Brahman, consisting of Cit and Acit objects or It is not 
the material cause of this universe. To this Sriniv4sa replies 
that similarity between cause and effect is not true every 
where and in every instance. Because we also take notice of 
diverse nature of cause and its effects, as nails, hair etc. of 
different nature arise from the Purusa. Parallel instance of 


animate scorpion taking birth from inanimate or ‘jada’ cow- 
dung 1 is also cited— 


“Aged TET Sire ep iHed aigeerorcantefe TA Ae: 


To the objection that at the time of dissolution, the 
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universe with all its virtue and vice returning to Vasudeva 
might defile Him, it is replied that at the time of dissolution 
the world remains in Him, as His own potency and does not 
defile Him just like products of earth like pot etc., when 
again turned to earth donot defile it by their guna or dosa— 

“aera yfereifaeri: yfeoa came: cat: gfe 3 
qrafa, ae Merrion faereotrata wearin otra 
facfarotnae eo qaadtead: °° 
If universe is transformation of Brahman then the question 
arises whether Brahman is 4a i.e. consisting of parts 
or fxaae] i.e. without parts ? If He is Frtaaa then He, the 
whole, would be transformed into world, in that case Brahman 
would become gross and there would remain no Brahman 
beyond this world to be approached by the liberated. On the 
other hand if He is @aad, then the texts describing Him as 
without parts would be contradictory to the scriptural texts 
describing Brahman as without parts i.e. faq and so on.* 
The question is answered by Srinivasdc4rya in a lucid and 
exhaustive manner, who says that both of these so called 
Dosas (premafadt agate HGFA ) do not incur in the 
case of Brahman. He says that the universe isnot trans- 
formation of a part or whole of Brahman. It is the mere 
manifestation of the potencies inherent in It, in subtle form, 
without affecting It in the least. 

Brahman is transformed into the world without the help 
of any extraneous means just as a spider weaves its web 
without any external assistance— 


‘gobnfatta aeranrater wet sererat UtoRa wa 
4 Prraragrecantatsta i’ 


In this respect another question is raised namely that 
this school accepts transformation to be mere manifestation 


ON 
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of subtle powers into gross form, which is not very differen 
from the concept of Sarmkhya schoo]. To this he replies thay 
there is difference between the two. Sarikhya school accepts 
Prakrti to be the cause of the world which is quite independeny 
in activities etc ; from Purusa,” which is not accepted by 
Svabhavika-Bhedabhedavada. They hold Brahman to be ajj 
powerful, who inspires these powers and controls their 
activities. It is Vasudeva, who transforms “Vawfaa: je. 
power of enjoyment (objects) in the form of insentient objects 
such as Akasa etc. and Slageifad: i.e. power of enjoyer, into 
the form of sentient beings such as gods, human beings etc, 
It is He, who causes the various beings to enjoy their fruits 
of karmas and in the end draws them in, as tortoise contracts 
his legs inside. This is the main difference between the two 
schools and therefore the view point of Samkhya school 
cannot be accepted. 


It is also pointed out that as there is non-difference 
between Atman and Brahman, then it would be liable to 
undergo the sorrows and happiness of individual selves 
entangled in various births and thus would incur the fault 
which is known as feamtorfccta: i.e. fault of doing what is 
not beneficial to It.” To this SrinivasacArya replies that such 
dosas are not possible in the case of Brahman as It is not 
only non-different, but also different from Atman in nature 
and is not touched by the faults of individual self— 


“Wantestt Aeortenefeaaunfecta—waraeia |” 


That is why individual soul is known as @aRt as one 


Who migrates and the other 7#art i.e. the one who does 
not transmigrate. 


Lastly Brahman is said to possess only good and 
auspicious qualities, which seems irrelevant to some. This 
seemingly incongruency is also removed by some scholars 
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who hold that evils and vices are evils only from the point of 
human beings and these are relative i.e. changeable according 
to time and place, and not absolute. While goodness and 
virtues are real from absolute point of view. Therefore 
Brahman is said to be possessed of only good and auspicious 
qualities. This can be the possible explanation of what 
Srinivisa wants to convey, when he describes Srikrsna as 
possessed of auspicious qualities and devoid of all sins— 


SASHA PRIA I exc. 


Here he is very near to Raméanuja, who interprets these 
words in the similar way. 


Cit or Individual soul 


The second Reality accepted by this school is Cit or 
Individual soul. It is different from body, sense organs, mind, 
Prana and Buddhi, all of these are dependent on Individual 
soul and serve as instrument in such actions as seeing, hearing 


and so on,” and are described as Upakaranas of individual 
soul or Jiva. ) 


The nature of Jivatman is described by Srinivasa as— 
“Sarg wa arrcrend aft wMgraara’ "* 


i.e. individual soul is knower and being of the nature of 
Knowledge possesses the attribute of knowledge. The 
individual self is said to be of the nature of knowledge, 
because by describing it as merely possessor of knowledge, 
as an attribute would merely render it to be jada or insentient 
object, which is contrary to the nature of individual soul, as 
described by scriptural texts which state it to be Wat: or 
consciousness constituting its very essence. 


From the description of Jivatman as both WATASY: and 


then as ¥Yetary there seems to be contradiction involved in 
this. This contradiction though apparent, is not clarified by 
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érinivasticarya. Mr. Haridas Bhattacarya has tried to explain 
it’ According to him, if consciousness be the essence of the 
individual soul only, then nothing else is needed for the 
knowledge of day to-day happenings as well as future events, 
Every thing would be known to it from the very beginning 
and nothing would remain which is to be known by it during 
its existence. But as it is not so and there is appearance and 
disappearance, increase or decrease of knowledge, SO Some- 
thing more is needed there to explain this phenomenon and 
for that it is said that ‘t has knowledge as its attribute too. 


Dr. Roma Bose explains it as—“The individual self, 
the substratum and knowledge, the attribute, are equally 
knowledge, yet there is distinction between them, as declared 
by scriptures itself, so that the relation of substratum and 
attribute is possible between them.”“” 


From my point of view Srinivasa describes Jiva as 
JiiinasvarOpa from the point of view of individual soul’s 
being non-different (#4@:) from Brahman. 


And it is described as aqceaaty_ from the point of Jiva’s 
being different (9@:) from It. Jiva is both different as well 
as non-different from Brahman and so its nature is also 
described from both point of views. 


The view of Dr. Roma Bose is also near the mark and 
is supported by the statement in Ved4nta-Kaustubha itself— 


ip UTR Baas seqadcar atufaonsal gaat 
3a isis 


i.¢. there is no difference between HM as essence and W171 as 
attribute, still to be of same nature does not mean there is 
non-difference between the two things. It is clarified by the 
illustration of Prabha i.e. flame and its Tejas or lustre. There 
is no difference between the flame and lustre, still there is 


eres its SE Rae sees 
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difference between the two, same jg the case here Thou 


there is NO difference, between know] BE aS substrat 
and as attribute, still there is difference and to indicate this 
fact the nature of individual soy is described in this Way ° 


Individual self is said to be WATERS: and therefo 
knowledge exists in all its states, waking, dreaming and js . 
sleep. in the latter two states it remains, however, unmanifec 
like manhood in the state of childhood, As manhood is present 
in childhood also, still there it is in undeveloped form and 
therefore remains unmanifested and js Manifested in youth 
fully. Similarly knowledge, though pr 


esent in dream and 
deep sleeping states remains unrevealed to others. 


‘“Sterhae sey qaeraaifacaaa |" 


It is also pointed out here that due to persistence of this 
attribute as long as the Atman exists, which is eternal, the 
attribute forming its essence also exists for ever and due to 
this the Jiva is sometimes stated to be Vibhu in some of the 
scriptural passages. 


Being knower (3:) individual self is the object of the 
Notion of ‘I’ and it is described as 


 semerteRiszaren’” 


and this ‘Aharuartha’ lasts even in liberation where also 
it Continues to be as individual but does not experience such 
feelings as different from Brahman etc., since it has realized 
Is true nature. 


A necessary corollary to individual self’s being noe 
Ent Principle is its being an agent. It is an agent, this | nt 
“Proved by the scriptural passages which lay down liberat 
*njoyment for the individual self— 


(ap eraah area eIReAeNeATCAA ‘ae 
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and this can be obtained by the Jiva, if it is a conscious 


doer. 

Its agency is also proved by the fact that it is said to 
roam in the body according to its desires.“© The view that 
Buddhi is the agent is refuted by Srinivasa. Buddhi is just 
like an instrument and being insentient cannot engage in an 
activity or refrain (abstain) from doing it, according to its 
volition. It depends on individual self, who is capable to 
engage in same activity or not just as a carpenter, when 
willing, does his work, otherwise does not do it.“ 

To the objection, that if individual self is an agent, then 
it should be always be absorbed in those activities, which 
may yield beneficial fruits. Why such activities are undertaken 
which result in undesirable fruits? The objection is met with 
the saying, that in the bound state individual soul is not 
omniscient and omnipotent to foresee the future results of 
its actions. Secondly it is the Sariskaras or impressions of 
past births which play a significant part in inspiring human 
beings to a particular action— 

‘aqanmegaa safaqgarn wafaestar 

It has been established that the Jiva is agent (#ul), 
still for agency it is ultimately dependent on Brahman. It is 
he who remaining within the heart of all, inspires them to 
perform various functions,’ some of which are of auspicious 
nature and others of inauspicious nature. Apprehending the 
possible objection that if It is the doer ultimately great 
confusion would be caused because there is possibility of Its 
confering the fruits of one’s actions to another and so on, It 
is replied that it is not possible. The ground for putting off 
the objection is provided. Brahman inspires the Jivas to good 
or bad actions in accordance with their past Sarsk4ras, 
similarly fruits are bestowed in accordance to their actions— 
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“Wats Tawa: wave: sped: ylpaerfaatergertr 
enifcantia aqerwcasd staca aed warafata fagqi'” 

Therefore it is established that agency of Jiva is depen- 
dent on Brahman. 


The individual self is the doer, not only in the bound 
state but also in the released state. 


The factis evident from the statement of individual soul’s 
being creator of bodies, roaming and sporting etc. In released 
state individual self can create body for itself, roam whereever 
it likes at will. But here also its agency is derived from 
Brahman ultimately and it is not independent fully. 


The individual soul is not only the agent (@ul) but 
also the enjoyer (tear). In accordance with the work done, 
good or bad, it enjoys its fruits.” Even in the relesed state, it 
enjoys the pleasures of Hiranyagarbha lokas, but these are 
not something like materialistic pleasures ; but heavenly 
pleasures which neither exhaust by enjoyment nor cause them 
to fall again in the circle of rebirth— 


“‘feuanaifacinen atieasty qaaqrataran: 1°" 

The individual soul is eternal. It does not die or take 
birth. It is the body which fallsand which in every birth is 
obtained again. There is no scriptural passage which declares 
Jivatman to undergo birth, death and so on— 

“ Bfterencater ares aT re Aer ATA 

The individual soul is a part or amsa of supreme soul. 
By amsa, a real part cut off from Brahman, should not be 
understood. 

By amsa, what he means, is Sakti or power of 
Brahman— 

“sin fe wfered ore” 


Vedanta-Kaustublia—A Study 


46 

If JIva be taken as & real part of Brahman, then it would 
pecome totally different from Brahman. But as this is not 
the case ic. the individual self is both different as well as 
non-different from Brahman, it 1s (0 be taken in the Sense of 
éakti. As power is different, being a part only, but is non- 
different too from the powerful. Same is the case With the 
individual soul. Due to this relation the individual self shares 
such attributes as being devoid of all sins etc., and it is in 
bound state that it forgets its real nature. Otherwise it is free 


and pure by nature. 
The size of the individual self is accepted to be atomic 


(a «)." This fact is proved by the fact that itis said 
to pass out of the body through such openings as eyes etc ; 
and this is possible only if the individual self is of atomic 
size. Even the scriptural texts approve this fact, when they 
describe the individual soul to be the hundredth part of the 
tip of hair—" AeaarTa TAT aafrarer”’ and ‘‘ aRAr:" 
etc.” 

Although atomic, it experences the happiness (qa) 
and sorrow ($28) of the whole of the body. The apparent 
contradiction involved in the above statement is also clarified 
by Srinivasicdrya. He says that soul, though atomic, 
experiences the pleasures and pains of body, as 4 drop of 
sandal paste, placed on one part of body gladdens the whole 


Another objection is discarded by érinivasa in this 
conection. It may be said, that the experience of pleasures 
= s <i : the whole body by the self cannot be compared 
ale Pp sandal wood whose existence on one 

, while consciousness (Att) being present in whole 


d 
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body, the individual self’s existance cannot b 
be at one particular place” in the Similar y es Na 
replied that existance of Jiva is only at one ‘ies this it is 
heart and it is through its attribute of know]ed rue the 
the entire body, that it experiences alj kinds sae Pervading 
mental experiences. Therefore the simile ip oo and 
appropriate. It is also illustrated by the rays of a is pie 
which though situated at one corner of room illumin, amp 
whole place through the light.** ines the 
_The knowledge though being the very essence of the 
individual self, its attribute knowledge is said to be all 
pervading (aM%:). This fact has been clarified above. 
Srinivasdcarya takes great pains to repudiate the doctrine 
of all pervasiveness (Ta%{raaTe:) of the self as held by the 
other vedantic school. According to him by accepting 
individual self to be vibhu, would mean either eternal 
perception or eternal non-perception on the part of the soul; 
for the all-pervasive soul must always be in connection with 
all objects and know them eternally or if it is not, somehow, 
in connection with them, there is nothing outside it, (because 
it is vibhu) to bring about such a connection. Moreover, 
there would result salvation and bondage simultaneously 
because then the individual self being all pervading will 
realize its real nature as well as engage in worldly affairs.° 
If the individual self is all pervasive then they should not 
perform any bad work and so on. Thus this theory would 
lead to utter confusion and therefore cannot be accepted. 
According to Srinivasa, the number of individual self 
ls infinite or in other words, he believes in the plurality of 
souls. He holds that it would be wrong to identify all these 
humerous souls with one another or with Brahman. 
Srinivasa holds individual souls to be of two mee 
bound and other released. The former class is engross 
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circle of transmigration and karma and has forgotten its rea] 
nature due to avidya. While the latter 1s freed of this circle 
of rebirth etc. and has realised its real nature. 


States of Individual Self 

The self has five different states namely, waking 
dreaming, sleep, swoon and death. The state of waking has 
been already described as being knower, doer, enjoyer and 
SO ON. 

In the dream state also the individual self, is a knower 
and enjoyer.® 

While interpreting the word (AMAT4) not as illusory 
but as stzadara i.e. being source of all wonders, he holds 
that Iévara creates horses etc. of wonderful forms in dreaming 
state. Here he refutes the view that dream objects are created 
by Jiva itself. According to him, Jiva cannot be the creator 
of dream objects because Jiva has no instruments to create 
it— 

‘acre sae GaTeasanrnd Hey Ard 

He says that if the Jiva is the creator of these dream 
objects how can it create such dreams itself, which may 
indicate the coming auspicious or inauspicious events.” 
Moreover the individual self cannot create these objects 
because his ‘AetaHeacd’ etc. attributes disappear in bondage, 
without which he cannot create while Isvara being possessed 
of these gunas is capable to create. 


During the state of dreamlessness the individual self is 
the enjoyer and the knower, but his knowledge remains 
hidden, Susupti finally takes place in Paramatman, although 
first of all it enters in the vein and the pericardium. The 
individual self awakens also from the Paramatman because 
sleeping at one place and rising from another place is not 
possible.® 
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Apprehending the objection that if ind 
in supreme self, then it being above of all | 
a different person and therefore 
anything; the author says that the per 
the same and not different. This fact 

ints. Firstly, he remembers the actions done Previously 


secondly the Smyti also supports, and thirdly he remembers 
is, affirmed by injunctive texts also— 


‘amnigegieerectafine Saray, |" 

Fourth is the state of swoon. This is mid-way between 
sleep and dream state and is different from both. From the 
former, it is distinguished because there is absence of 
happiness which characterizes the Sleeping state and it is 
distinct from the latter, (dreaming state) because there is 
absence of consciousness which is existent in dreaming state. 
It is different from death because in it life and breath remain.® 


Therefore this state cannot be included in any of the remaining 
states. 


Last one is the state of death in which fall of this material 
body takes place. This state is of two kinds viz. one leading 
to rebirth and the other leading to liberation. In the first 
case, the individual self goes to hell, heaven and other higher 
places to enjoy the fruits of actions and return after exhaustion 
of fruit of actions. While in the case of the second, there is 
no return in this world and the soul goes to the world of 
Brahman.” : 

Different Paths of Individual self 

Stinivasacarya while describing the paths of indivi-dual 
self after death, accepts the details given in Chandogya Upanis 
ad and follows it in general. 

Individual Souls as already said, are of two kinds—(1) 
Pious workers, and (ii) sinners. 
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ividual self sleeps 
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he time of departure become 


conjoined with other sense-organs, and 1s then conjoined 


as ‘organs, with mind are joined with 
with mind. The seu en with individual soul are 


visa ai seter,® which stands for all the Paficabhatas. 
Then the individual soul accompanied by sense-organs and 
subtle elements” comes out of eyes or any other hole of body, 
After having come out it follows fagar: or path of the manes, 
There, it first goes to smoke, than night, than eure half of 
-moon (peraai:)” then six months of the sun’s southern 


progress (afer) then world of Manes (fagetts:) and 


then to world of moon (arerih:) respectively. There it enjoys 
the fruits of his actions and with the fruits of those actions 
which still remain unfructified in accordance to his karmas” 


it comes down. 

While returning to the earth, the individual self becomes 
similar to the ether, the air, the smoke, the cloud and then as 
rain, it falls down on earth. After that it grows into herbs 
and corns,” which when eaten by men, is turned into seed, 
which enters in the womb of woman and takes birth.” It 
should be noted here that it becomes only similar to the 
ether etc. and does not become actually ether and so on. It 
remains in ether and others for a very short period, because 
there is no purpose to remain there for long.” It remains for 
short period in herbs also because there is no purpose to 
remain there for a long time. It remains for short period in 
herbs also because these are already occupied by other 
presiding deities and individual self gets only similarity to 
the herbs etc.”° 

The sinners i.e. performers of unrighteous actions or 
those which are forbidden by S4stras, donot follow this path. 


These souls return to the earth without going to (@-act#:) 
etc.” Srinivasa says that these go to third place (qdta tarry) 
i.e. different from fageite: and aes: but what is precisely 
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meant by the third place is not clarified by him.” Now he 
indicates what is the process of departure of the knowers. 

The mode of departure of knowers is different from 
both types of workers, mentioned above. The only similarity 
between the departure of the two i.e. of knowers and 
performers of righteous actions, being, that after death,sense- 
organs etc. of knowers also get united with the soul like that 
of performers of actions.” But where as doer of righteous 
actions depart from one of the openings such as eyes etc., 
the knower departs through the vein out of the crown of the 
head, which is manifested to him, by the grace of God, who 
lightens up the base of the vein at the time of departure.” 
Then through the rays of the sun, it reaches the world of 
Brahman,” from where no return is possible. It leaves the 
gross body here but the subtle body goes along with it. 

It may be noted that as the knower ascends by means of 
rays of the sun, he would not be able to do so, if he dies at 
night and hence wouldn’t reach the world of Brahrnan. To 
this it is replied that the main obstacle of actions being 
removed, there is no other obstacle in the way. Moreover the 
rays of the sun are present even at night, it can be evidenced 
by heat at night.” Similarly no obstruction is caused, even if 
the knower dies when the sun is in @fam1atq,” The waiting 
of Sarayi by Bhisma was only to give emphasis on Dharma 
and also to depict his power to be capable to die at any time. 
Thus time does not bring about any obstruction and the 
knower attains or rather realizes Brahman without facing 
any hinderance.” 

Acit or Insentient Element 

The third Reality is Acit or non-conscious element. It 
consists of three elements i.e. Prakrta, Aprakyta and Kala. 

Prakrta means those elements whichare evolutes of 
Prakyti or matter. It is different from Kala and Aprakrta— 
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voreersese 


‘Prakrta is described as the substratum of three Gunas 
and eternal, evoluting...insentient, meant for the sake of other 
(Brahman) and changes always take place in it.’ 

The three constituents of Prakrti are Sattva, Rajas and 
Tamas. It is insentient and changes take place in it at all 
times.” It is eternal, but its evolutes such as Mahat and others 
are ephemral, gunas of Prakrti are the cause for release and 
bondage of individual soul. 

It is also regarded as material cause of the world. Every 
thing which is created or evolved by Prakrti is under the 
sway of Time— 

‘odafy wed aq plea” 

Srinivasacdrya like other Vedantic Philosophers clearly 
distinguished the Prakrti of Sarhkhya school which is capable 
to evolute independently and Prakyti of his own school which 
is solely dependent on Brahman for all of its activities.” 


The process of creation is given by Srinivasa in the 
condensed form. From Brahman, ether originates, from ether, 
air, from air fire and, from fire water and from water the 
earth originates.” At the same time it is pointed out that 
ultimately, it is Brahman from whom every element springs 
forth;” because no element can produce the other 
independently. 

The process of dissolution is just the reverse, i.e. earth 
is merged into water, water into air and lastly all merge in to 
the Lord. Similarly Tanmatras, sense-organs, mind and 
Buddhi etc. originate from Him and merge in Him finally.” 


He accepts the doctrine of ‘frgenet’ of elements, which 
according to him is another name for ‘qssitaci’ quintu- 


od 
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plication.” That is to say, all elements contain the parts of 
others and it is the preponderance of a particular element 
which leads to name the element as air, water and so on— 


“Seay TeTeRABTE: |” 


Apraktta as the name indicates is different from Prakrti 
as well as Kala. 


It is also insentient and also called™ as freafayfa: i.e. 
eternal mysterious power of Lord, fa%yyd i.e. the footstep 
of Visnu, Weta i.e. the highest Heaven WWE i.e. the 
Highest abode and world of Brahman and so on. It is f&¥ or 
divine and full of lustre and it is the place from which after 
the yogis donot retreat. It is devoid of Changes and beyond 
the power of time. Here the realised souls enjoy themselves. 


Kala is the third insentient Reality, which is said to be 
eternal and all pervading— | 


“St SeprpaaRrR aa: Bret Fret free 

It is without beginning and end. No cognition is possible 
without time. The notions like past, present, future, 
simultaneousness, late, soon are due to it. It is the auxiliary 
cause of creation etc. and the proximate cause of the various 
notions such as beginning from Paramanu to Parardha. Every 
thing is controlled by it and although everthing is controlled 
by Kala, it itself is controlled by Lord Sri Krsna— 


“SF qoafecedarprafeahamicorrenraennsy:, 
Veaicaeardt a, waTvafenrg aera TAURUS I... 
aah wed oy areata watramaasht Wlva- 
Praearaite |" | 
Relation between Brahman. Cit and Acit 


Having dealt with Jiva, Brahman and Acit entities, the 
Natural question which remains to be treated, is what is the 


| 
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relationship between these three Realities namely Brahman, 
the controller, (faq), Jiva the enjoyer (tay) and Acit, 
the object to be enjoyed (414). 

This relation between Atman, Brahman and Acit is the 
pivot around which the philosophy of a particular schoo] 
revolves and it is the main distinguishing factor too. 

As is known, Srinivasicirya names this relation 
subsisting between the three as Svabhavika-Bhedabheda or 
Natural difference cum-non-difference. The word Svabhavika 
affixed to this relationship not only distinguishes this schoo] 
from the rest of the Bhedabheda schools, but also emphasizes 
one fact, namely the relation indicated here is Svabhavika 
or natural, not brought about by any external agency and 
therefore it cannot be dispensed with. An adventitious relation 
can be finished away by removing the cause or agency which 
has brought it, but what is inherent or more appropriately 
natural cannot be taken away. This fact is brought to the 
mind of the reader by emphasizing this point time and again 
by Srinivisicdrya. This relation finds full support from 

scriptural passages as well. There are a number of texts such 
as— 

STAM A BR FEI... and “afaarcifa wey’” etc. 


which declare difference (9@:) between Jiva and 
Brahman. On the other hand there are such passages which 
propound non-difference (314@:) between the two. The 
existence of these two kind of passages supports the doctrine 
of Nimbarka school that the relation between Jiva and 
Brahman is Bhedabheda, if none of these be taken as primary 
or secondary. 
Let us first take up the relation between individual self 
and Brahman.” It is Abhinna or identical to Brahman, on 
account of its existence, activity etc. being dependent on It. 


” 
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As is evident from the description of the nature of the Jiva, 
given above that it is dependent on Brahman in its activities 
inspite of the fact that it is called agent (®al) and so on. 
Due to its inseparable existence with Brahman it is regarded 
as non-different from It, Since its nature is different from It, 
it is said to be bhinna or different from Brahman also. The 
Jiva is characterized by such attributes as being of limited 
knowledge (31t4a:) liable to bondage and release, of atomic 
size (3a) etc., while Brahman is omniscient (Waa:), 
eternally free (farrqad:), all pervading (fa4:) and of 
excelling qualities. Due to the individual soul’s being different 
as well as non-different from Brahman, the relation subsisting 
between the two is Bhinnabhinna— 


“ST MAA AMATO LAST TAA AAAS, 
Farag svar Tena 
The relation is further clarified by Srinivasicarya who 


says that the individual soul is like a part or améa of 
Brahman— 


“sit wea: wen’ 


The part is to be taken in the sense of Sakti and not as 
real part cut off from the whole. The relation between the 
two is also equated to that between guna and guni Le. attribute 
and substratum of attribute. And these two clearly indicate 
what is precisely signified when Jiva is said to be both ahinna 
as well as Abhinna from Brahman. Guna is different from 
guni since it does not constitute guni which is different in 
nature, but being inseparable from guni, it is non-different 
too. A number of other parallel instances have been quoted 
by Srinivasa. 


Earthly modifications namely rubies, diamonds etc. 
made of the earth, are non-different from it but in nature, 


56 Vedanta-Kaustubha—A Study 


these are different. The same is applicable in the case of tree 
and leaves, sea and its waves and so on. ”! All these instances 
point to one fact that the relation between Jiva and Brahman 
is that of Svabhavika Bhedabheda. One thing Significant to 
be noted here is that inspite of the relation between Jiva and 
Brahman being that of part and the whole, still the dosas of 
Jiva do not touch It in any way. As the sun illuminates good 
as well as bad equally,” without being touched by the guna 
or dosa of either of the two. Similarly Brahman is not 
besmeared by the guna or dosas of the individual soul. 

The relation being svabhavika subsists even in the 
released state. 

Relation between Acit & Brahman 

Similarly the relation between Acit and Brahman is that 
of difference-cum-non-difference (#a1%et). The world, the 
effect, is non-different from Brahman the cause, since its 
existance and activities are inseparable from It. Just like 
pitchers etc., have no existence apart from mud, mud alone 
is their essence, being their cause.”* But at the same time 
the effect, the world is also different from its cause, Brahman, 
the difference being in nature. The effect or the world is 
consisted of sentient and insentient objects, and is characteri- 
zed by liability to change and so on.™ While the cause, 
Brahman is conscious, immutable and so on. Therefore the 
relation between the two is also Bhed4bheda— 

“va wants facfarsfarqaerrter Sr AeA 
warfare Hertel waa: 17" 

This relationship is beautifully explained by Srinivas4- 
cArya by the illustration of snake and its coil. The serpent is 
the material cause for its coil. Coil is different from the 
serpent in nature but at the same time, non-different from it. 
since it has no separate existence. There coil is dependent 
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(RIAA), pervaded (Bre) and the effect (a4), while 
the snake is independent (eam), pervader( ergy) and 
the cause(RMY). The same is true of the relation betwen 
Brahman and universe. This universe consisting of Cit and 
Acit objects is dependent, the pervaded, product and so on, 


while Brahman is Independent, the pervader and possessed 
of all kinds of powers and so on— 


“W Qed we one aria, afeeactan wast 
ANS: AMPA, Arete: | aisoaetna quency fiefs 
WALAAAY Tats fers |" 


The relation, as already stated being svabh4vika here 
also, persists in all times and at all places, 


Criticism of other schools 


Srinivasicarya criticizes Sathkhya-yoga, Nydya-Vaises 
ika, the four schools of Buddhism i.e. Vaibhasika, 
Sautrantika, Yogdcara, Madhyamika and the Jaina Philosophy. 
Different schools of Savism and Sakta school are also refuted. 


Liberation the Summum-Bonum of Indian Philosophy 


Moksa or Liberation is the Summum-Bonum of Indian 
Philosophy. This is the final end of this beginningless creation 
and ceaseless entanglements in this worldly life. It is the 


end, by attaining which there is no return, no sorrow and no 
involvements— 


“ aarafasteerearata: |!" 
 d 


This’ state is characterized by Positive bliss, in which 
When one merges, one knows nothing else and as a matter of 
fact nothing remains to be known or to be attained. 

Although the basic concept of liberation is same, in 
different systems of Indian philosophies yet the nature of 
liberation varies from system to system. 
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érinivasicdrya propounds that Mukti consists of attain- 
ing Taq aTa:"’ which is preceded by cessation of bounds 
of Prakrti in causal as well as in effected state— 


Mpfaa: SRiRROINp AIT a aT srTaqararata: 

What is precisely indicated by “Cardenomatd Stare: ”” 
is not Clear. It is clarified by the later commentator Sundera- 
bhatta— 

PARIS | PI PAT, AST: Wefaeary 
va aed wea a ore whrarara, Tea Pagal aeaftrerel: 


By ‘Taqsta:’ Srinivasa understands mer” or 
similarity. Therefore according to him, Mukti consists in 
obtaining similarity to Brahman. This is clearly stated by 
Srinivasa in the Sadhana-Pada of the Brahmasitras— 

“sada gen stgetha we ares west’ 

The same idea is indicated by the mantra of Mundako- 
panisad— 

Caer Usa: Wad cera Huei Yer wera 

aa fae aqua fay Prism: wet areagife'” 

This attainment of fruit in the form of obtaining 
similarity with Brahman takes place after the direct vision 
of Paramatman. This realization of Brahman takes place when 
the seeker follows one or the other sAdhanas or means 
prescribed by the scriptures. By adopting a particular sadhana 
which suits to one’s temperament, one not only gets the 
mind purified but becomes competent to realize Brahman. 
For realization the exhaustion of fruits of WReTHAS is also 
very necessary. Unless and until, wees remain unfructi- 
fied, realization cannot take place. Then after the exhaustion 
of fruits of WReHAS etc. one realizes Brahman by Its Grace. 
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The liberation consists not only in the realization of 
nature Of Brahman but also in the realization of one’s real 
nature— 

“Weare KK Rifreraentaata: snfefarrecaaranfay- 
wemntatd i’ 18 
and its real nature consists of being devoid of all sins etc. In 
this state the individual self acquires its true nature (Talfact 
a1) only and no outer attribute gets connected with it. By 
acquiring, what is meant, is mere realization of one’s own 
self as devoid of sins etc; because it is due to ignorance that 
it forgets its real qualities and connects. itself with the 
attributes of body etc. In Moksa, the veil of ignorance being 
taken away, its real nature is manifested and its relation to 
Brahman also becomes evident. The Jiva realizes its 
Svabh4vika-Bhedabheda relation with Brahman which 
persists in the released state too. 

The fact of attaining similarity (€@r4) with Brahman 
points to the same thing. Similarity (@r4) also consists of 
both identity and difference, when there is neither absolute 
identity nor absolute difference between two things then it is 
said that there is similarity between the two. 

The self becomes similar to Brahman in many ways. 
On realization self becomes #114: i.e. capable to roam 
every where in accordance to its desires. It can go to the 
world of Fathers, or world of gods, whereever it likes, this 
fact indicates the power of determination of the released 

souls— . 


“qaqa decane extafai' 
It can create bodies also, if it likes. Whether it likes to 
remain incorporeal being or corporeal being in released state, 
also depends on the will of the released soul." If it possesses 
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a body, it enjoys varied pleasures as one enjoys in waking 
state and if it does not have it, then it enjoys all those pleasures 
as in dreaming state."° From the ultimate point of view, 
however, it draws its powers from Brahman and it is due to 
Its grace that it can engage in various activities according to 
its wish. 

The size of the individual self remains atomic even in 
the released state. In regard to this concept an objection is 
raised that as individu] self is atomic in nature even in the 
released state, how can it enter in a number of bodies 
simultaneously. This is discarded by saying that it enters a 
number of bodies by its attribute of knowledge (314). This 
is, illustrated by the instance of lamp. As a lamp situated at 
one corner or place, illuminates a number of places by its 
lustre— 


Cadena ferra wélver wr ebyrastaquerten- 
agreteq 


Another objection raised in this concern, is, that as it is 
held that at the time of rea‘ization, the individual self does 
not know any thing external, being immersed in bliss, how it 
can be said to enter other bodies by knowledge— 


‘Raa wae fataarrmraacaxanfactare 

It is also put away by Srinivasa by saying, although Jiva 
is without any specific knowledge at the time of liberation, 
yet at released state, it is declared to be all knowing by the 
scriptures,and therefore it can enter in a number of bodies. 

The nature of released self is summed up by him in 
these words— 

CTT WAITS Ea aardaed 
arhkeankea aaa qraffa fae’"” 

In the released state, the individual self has no other 
ruler(except the Lord) and it becomes its own master— 
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“SPR erafitsfeyhy 10 


6] 


bodies at one and the same time. 


“STR eafeea ay WHET wa re 


Stinivasacarya does not accept the concept of Jivanmukti 
as accepted by some of the Vedantic Schools. He gives his 


enjoyment of fruits of one’s actions stands for bondage itself 
and therefore when one is released, there is no existance of 
the physical form. Both cannot co-exist. Therefore, the 
“oncept of Jivanmukti cannot be accepted. 

Ethics 


Ethics, as is well-known means code of conduct. It lays 
Own the path to be followed by those, who are desirous of 
attaining Ultimate truth. That is why this is equated to 
‘Or means of realization. Ethical values may change 

With time and place, still what is ultimately good or bad, 
remains immutable. Therefore, the basic thing remains same 


Le. it is by doing what is right and good, ordained by the 


ae 
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scriptures, that helps one to realize Brahman. For realization 
various paths have been prescribed by various philosophers. 
The paths have been prescribed by various philosophers. 
The variety of these sadhanas is meant to meet the demand 
of diversity in tastesand temperaments of different people. 


érinivasicarya also prescribes a number of sadhanas 
helpful for a seeker after truth. 


Vidya or knowledge is held to be direct means to realize 
Brahman— 


“gered: watsrd Fel sqarata:, stat ferenat tafe" 


He refutes the view of Jaimini™ who holds that Vidy4 
is auxiliary to karma, since all of the upanisadic texts declare 
with one voice that Brahman can be known only through 
vidya. 


A number of grounds™ have been provided to prove 
that neither knowledge is subsidiary to action, nor is it 
incapable to lead to realization of Brahman. Rather it is the 
most competent sadhana to help realization of Brahman— 


4 sirqpeaterea freer ferraaaraeere, Aertel Preheaead 
faera: Jeurel get arama Tra ALI" 


It should not be understood that karma or actions are of 
no avail. Although actions donot lead to salvation when taken 
up severally, still they go a long way as an auxiliary means 
for realization of Brahman. The actions, performed in 
accordance to one’s srama and varna, without any attachment 
( ATAA:) purify the mind and thus provide scope for the 
rise of knowledge and hence advancement takes place in the 
spiritual field.'”° 


It cannot be maintained at the same time that knowledg¢ 
should always be preceded by action or karmas, becaus¢ in 
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the case of some, knowledge arises without being preceded 
by Karma or actions, ”” 


Karmas or actions are regarded as @fetw mes or 
external means for the arise of Vidy4. 

Its HAR AWS or internal means being W4:, @4: etc, 
Although by purification of mind, concentration is achieved 
leading to rise of vidya, yet one should be endowed with 
gama, dama etc., as these help a lot in the rise of vidya. 
These Sama, dama etc. though are result of S@raaneA even 
then one should be equipped with these sadhanas in general. 
In short, mere performance of sacrifices etc. alone is not 
sufficient, but it should be combined with the control of 
Senses etc, i.e. internal means also. While referring to the 
means for rise of Vidya, Srinivasicdrya discusses whether 
‘HH' is enjoined or not in the passage— 

“Tag Te: uss Pigs ae frsde aeaqsa 
Utsasa Fieena gra dea ffdener are: 

It has been held that ‘ti’ being non-different from 
Wesei in meaning is not enjoined separately. This point is 
Put aside by Srinivasdcarya. He says that HH is also enjoined 
as Wenrdanfafy: auxiliary means along with Wise and 
14 in the above passage. Although ‘tH’ is not enjoined 
directly still on account of its yielding the sense of 

THeATA: i.e. one who is habituated of pondering over, 
Which is different from Weer (learning) and @F4 (childlike 
simplicity) ; the word 4 is to be taken as enjoined upon as 
auxiliary means along with these two i.e, Witerd and aTeaH, 

In this concern, the persons who are entitled to 
Brahmavidya are also mentioned by him. All those who 
belong to one or other 4érama or stage of life are befitting 
Persons to acquire Brahmavidy4."™ 
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For those who donot belong to any of the asrama like 
widowers and so on, can obtain vidya or knowledge by 
muttering mantras, keeping fast and propitiating deities,’ 


It is emphatically declared that one who belongs to one 
or other 4srama of life is much better than those who do not 
belong to any 4srama. Because those who belong to one or 
other 4srama are capable to undertake a number of sddhanas 
or means meant for realization and knowledge arises in 
shorter period in their case— 


“sdisaicaaan smasaaay agree 
waa:, acre fence” 


The persons like ‘Aftanaeraftas’ if they once fall 
from their vows due to some mishap or wilful negligence 
on their part, cannot be entitled to Brahmavidya."’ Then 
they are not fit to try again for realization of Brahman in that 
birth. There is no expiation which can purify them. They 
are turned out of that vow and remain out of it for the rest of 
their life. : 


Thus, the person, who belongs to one or other 4srama, 
who has studied all the other four Vedas along with its 
auxiliary parts (SS#5) with the realization, that fruits of 
actions are transitory and exhaust by enjoyment and who is 
desirous of grace of God and hence approaches Him with a 
heart full of devotion, is the proper seeker of Brahmavidyé. 


Regarding the time of rise of vidy4, it is said that there 
is no ‘niyama’ or regularity. It can arise in this very birth or 
it may arise after a number of briths, Whenever all of the 
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obstructions are removed Vidya ari 
: : . arises. Therefore no definite 
period can be ascribed ‘ cas 


“tre ferapfraryg erenrenfefadtarta fadrcorettaze 
wer Soya ANT sractteaet. | 

Similarly it is maintained that there is no ‘Niyama’ or 
regularity regarding the attainment of liberation. It can be 
obtained after the fall of this very physical form, if there are 
no more prarabdha-karmas to’ fructify. In the case of the 
remaining prarabdha-karmas, it can be attained after a number 
of births too. Because Stinivasacarya maintains that liberation 
takes place only after the fall of this body which can take 
place after the exhaustion of fruits of weeqanis by their 
enjoyment. Dhyana or meditation is also regarded as helpful 
for realization of Brahman to a great extent— 


“TAI stapagfisd SaReAAafafeearernfegreets 
TAM Teper way! 


By practising concentration etc. again and again, Brahman 
manifests Itself in the dhyana of the devotee. As a matter of 
fact upasand i.e. meditation etc. are very much helpful infixing 
one’s pointed attention on Brahman, and resulting in Its 
realization in course of time. 

How one should meditate on Sri Krsna and in which 
form, it is also laid down. One should meditate on Him as 
identical, with his own self. What is meant by identity is 
also clearly put forth by Srinivasa. One should meditate on 
HIm as identical (ae) to one’s ownself. This identity is 
Possible between two objects which are inseparably connected 
with each other on some point and not between two altogether 
different objects. Therefore, identity cannot exist between a 
Cow and a horse. It can exist in such objects as that between 
guna and gunin (i.e. attribute and substratum of attribute), 
Sakti and Saktiman (powr and powerful) and so on, in which 
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one is different as well as non-differentfrom other. Similarly 
Brahman who though different in nature from Jiva, j, 
inseparably connected with It. Here both Bheda and Abheda 
hold predominant position— 

“se Seisfa qeq aHetsfe Aer:, saa: Faratterenrarg 

And in this Bhedabheda form which can be said as 
identical too, one should meditate on Brahman. 

The individual soul in bound state should neither be 
meditated upon nor should the symbol be meditated as 
Arman. Mind etc. can be meditated upon as Brahman. But 
Brahman should not be taken up as mind and so on during 
concentration. 


As far as posture of meditation is concerned, it should 
be strictly kept in mind that one can meditate in a sitting 
posture only. Because otherwise the devotee can soon fall 
prey to sleep etc. 

About the place of meditation, there is no fixed rule, 
whereever one can concentrate one is allowed to sit.“ But 
Place should be even and pure. 


The meditation is to be carried on continuously and 
upto the time of realization.” 


But meditation cannot destroy those actions which have 


‘Started to yield fruit. These can be destroved only after the 
exhaustion of their fruits.“ i ; 
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Lord Krsna is to be meditated upon as possessor of 
essential qualities such as truth, knowledge, bliss, being soul 
of all. devoid of grossness, atomic nature, sins etc., and of 
rue desires or resolves,“ which form His real nature. Other 
external attributes such as joy is his head etc. may be included 
optionally. 

Iévara though all pervading, is said to be AGena ~ i.e, 
of the size of thumb existing in heart for helping 
concentrations. He is said to be of limited size only to help 
devotees, otherwise He is unlimited by time or space. 

The various kinds of meditations designated as Sandilya- 
vidya, Daharavidya and others which are referred to in 
various Upanisads are really identical. Basic motive 
underlying all these meditations is same, difference lies in 
process only. 

The symbolic meditations are those which prescribe 
meditations on symbols such as on Name i.e. name etc., 
these do not help one to realize Brahman. 

Bhakti or devotion is also helpful for the manifestation 
of Brahman. Bhakti stands for intense love towards a 
particular person or deity etc. Bhakti and dhyana are co- 
related. Bhakti conjoined with dhy4na leads to salvation— 


“aa warmest fifeerecnet aart we 
Waqesyafe 7 


The meaning of manifestation should not be mis- 
understood here. Although Brahman is present every where 
still It is said to be manifested to human being by meditation. 
because It is not visible by these ordinary external eyes, 
inspite of Its all pervasive presence, it is the meditation which 
helps to obtain Its glimpse. It is illustrated by Lord Sun's 

Ming visible to Kunti by the power of mantra. 

Thus all these sidhanas, according to Srinivasacarya 
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are helpful in the realization of Brahman. Another factor 
which is tobe noted here is that the grace of Guru or preceptor 
also helps a lot inthe path of realization. 


Thus the Svabhavika Bhedabheda as expounded by 
Srinivasicirya in Vedanta-Kaustubha contains a clear cut 
explanations of preliminary doctrines of the school which 


can be easily approached by people at large. This system is 
both theological as well as philosophical. 


Srinivasdcirya does not engage indealing with abstract 
concepts regarding Brahman as dealt with by Sarikardcarya. 
On the other hand he presents his doctrine of Bhedabheda, 
which reaches the mind directly. The explanation of 
Bhedabheda relation namely how Bheda and Abheda both 
are present, is very clear and convincing. His philosophical 
doctrines being taken up here, his position in Nimbarka 
Sarhpradaya has been dealt in the Second part of the chapter. 
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PART II 
PLACE OF VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA IN 
NIMBARKA SAMPRADAYA 


Vedinta-Kaustubha of Srinivasicarya occupies a 
swnificant or rather unparalleled position in SvAbhavika 
Bhedabheda school of Nimbarkicdrya. Amongst the four or 
five works attributed to him, only Vedinta Kaustubha is 
extam today, and this simplework has raised him to a high 
place which impressed not only the works of his sucessors, 
bat also superseded Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha of Nimbark- 
carya iM some aspects. 


Numbarkacarya, the preceptor of Srinivasdcdrya and the 
foremost propounder of this school, was preceded by a 
mumber of Bhedabhedavadins;' such as Bhaskaracarya, 
Yadava Prak4éa and Bhartrprapaiica etc. Nimbarkacarya 
departed from them not only in philosophical concepts but 
also in the style of writing bhasya. He wrote to the point and 
composed his bh4sya in a simple language without criticising 
any of his opponent Vedantists. His bhdsya is very concise 
and every thing is conveyed in a nut-shell without being 
Citangled in unnecessary discussions. Therefore it is very 
Casy to understand his bhdisya without any aid although a 
humber of concepts of his school remain somewhat obscure, 
Which have been clarified to a great extent by his direct 
Pupil and successor Srinivas4carya in VedAnta-Kaustubha. 


Ved4nta-Kaustubha, written in acordance to the desire 
of his preceptor, is an independent bhasya on the Brahma- 
Sitras written for an easy understanding of the philosophy of 
Nimb4rka as found in his bhasya. 
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Srinivasa's treatment of the subject matter is very 
precise. In comparison to his predecessor, his explanation 
of the stras is more exhaustive and satisfactory. Almost 
every word in the sQtra, is taken up and explained by him 
properly; with compounds being dissolved and significance 
of each word being provided.” The explanation of the sdtras 
is interwoven with a number of illustrations and quotations 
which render the explanations naturally more vivid and lend 
support to his doctrine. 

Besides the clear cut explanation of the sOtras, another 
peculiarity of his bhasya, is to give a clear idea regarding 
the basic concepts of Nimbarka school, which are not, clear 
in Vedinta-Parijata-Saurabha. He has defined those concepts 
so properly, that these definitions are not only accepted by 
his successors but even quoted as authoritative texts in their 
commentaries as would be obvious later on.* 

While expounding the supreme Reality Brahman, he 
also expounds the other two Realities i.e. Cit and Acit with 

a commedable clarity and precision, so by inculcating all 
the necessary elements Cit is explained as : 

“iat wat wiandacanenriats ended 
WIACTAMAS USANA TAA: Wann frat s-aitene- 
fractere: 1'° 

This includes almost all the necessary distinguishing 
characteristics of ‘Cit’ & the definition is devoid of such dos 
as as Sicentta:, seni and Axa: as it ought to be. It 
clearly states that ‘Cit’ or Jiva is different from ‘Acit’; 
knowledge, constitutes its very nature. It is characterized by 
such attributes as Gea i.e. being knower etc. , and is of the 


form of the object of the concept of ‘I’. Its activities and 
maintenance is dependent on Jévara, it is of atomic size. 


Place of Vedanta-Kaustibha in Nimbarka 


75 
different in each body and liable to bondage and salvation 
This presents correct idea regard 


ing what Constitutes ‘Cit’, 
Similarly ‘Acit’ is explained. 


‘Acit’ is constituted of three 
elements viz. Prakrta, Aprakrta and Kala— 


“SPATE TTA ET 
What is meant by Wepd:, AWG: and Hert: js also 
pointed out?- 


OS DOME soi wed, Ted Fed Rom 
Ul .... Aealferevsracy 


All these clearly prove the Statement made above. 

Another significant thing, passed over by Nimbarka- 
Carya, is, in what sense Brahman is the material Cause as 
well as the instrumental cause of the universe. Here also it is 
the Vedinta-Kaustubha whi 


ch comes for the help of the reader. 
This significant concept would have been left obscure, but 
for the interpretation in the Vedanta-Kaustubha.’ 


Moreover, what is basically conveyed by Bhedabheda 
relation between individual soul and Supreme soul can be 
comprehended from Ved4nta-Kaustubha only where in, it is 
dealt with exhaustively. He states Clearly that the Jiva is 
different from Brahman because, it is different in nature, 
the former being of atomic size, limited knowledge and so 
On, while the latter is of vibhu parim4na and unlimited 
knowledge etc. At the same time ‘Cit’ is non-different from 
It, because its existence, maintenance and activities etc, are 
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all dependent on It.’ The relation is Svabh4vika or natural 
and therefore subsists at all places and at all times. Same is 
true of the relation existing between Brahman and universe. 


The simile of serpent and its coil is elaborated beautifully 
which presents relation in a very natural way.’ The whole 
gist of the relation is pointed in this connection by him.” 
Thus some of the very fundamental concepts of this school 
were properly explained by him and therefore he rendered a 
sound metaphysical background to his school, indirectly. 


His presentation of Siddhantapaksa after Parvapaksa is 
not a new thing in Indian philosophy, yet simplicity and 
clarity in treatment is what is remarkable and praiseworthy. 


Another striking peculiarity of his style is his language. 
The bhdsya is written in a pleasing style. The intended 
meaning is conveyed in fluent language which is interspersed 
with all necessary discussions and elaborations. No where 
does artificiality or ambiguity of expression creeps into his 
bhdsya even from the back door. Unnecessary complicated 
expressions and cumbrous constructions are strictly avoided. 
His style and language can be a model and it is most befitting 
to explain philosophical concepts. Philosophical ideas, being 
difficult to comprehend; if conveyed in complicated style 
would strain the mind of the reader even more. Therefore 
this kind of style is placed at an arm’s length by him. 


Thus Sriniv4s4c4rya’s position and that of Veddnta- 
Kaustubha as well is very significant and this significance is 
increased still more from the study of the later bhasyas of 
this school. Srinivasa’s Ved4nta-Kaustubha has exercised an 
influence to a great extent on his successors. The works of 
Sundara Bhatta, Dev4c4rya, Purusottama Das and Kesava 
K4smiri Bhatta who wrote commentary on it show their 
indebtedness to Ved4nta-Kaustubha. 
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se (fafa air) of 
ities are expounded.” 
Thus the bhasya of Stinivasacarya is taken as authoritative 
ther minor details are 


there. While explaining 
the Bhedabheda relation between Brahman and world, Kegava 


Kasmiri Bhatta points out one thin » Which is implied in 
Vedanta-Kaustabha, in the illustration of Serpent and its coil.” 
Coil is present in subtle form even when the serpent is in 
‘WATAAMTaRM ~because a thing altogether non-existent 
previously cannot be brought into existence by any means. 
Similarly the universe is always existent, though in subtle 
invisible form in Brahman and becomes visible by attaining 
gross form at the time of creation. 


Similarly the nature of Hie: is described by Srinivasi- 
carya as— 


“Ofer: ardsarongirera-arrarageca srassTarata: 1 


But what is meant by—‘‘ardanuypfaeqa-a:"" is not 
Clarified by him and this concept is clarified by Devac4rya 
as— 


“SRE RRA GA RANT TENT: HFC: TT 
We wed wea a aret ofterera, cea Pradt denier: | 


According to Srinivasic4rya attainment of Bhagvadbhava 
is preceded by the destruction or exhaustion of bondage in 
the form of Ptaksti in the causal & effected States. What is 
meant by, Prakrti in the causal state and Prakyti in the effected 
state is explained by Devacarya. According to him, by 
‘K4ryarGpa’ is implied the gross body and by ‘KaranarOpa 
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subtle body. Therefore the ‘Bhagvadbhavapattt’ takes place 
when the bondage consisting of the individual soul’s relation 
with Prakyti in the causal as well as in the effected state 
terminates, Some souls remain in the causal state of Prakrti, 
being released of the effected state, but that state is also 
bound state and when the self comes out of even that state 
then only it gets realization. In other words when the self, 
not only gets rid of this corporeal existence, but also of all 
kinds of vasanas or latent impressions, then and only then 
its fetters are broken and it realizes its nature. 


Another departure from Nimbarka is that Srinivasacarya 
mentions only Krsna instead of Radha-Krsna in Vedanta- 
Kaustubha. Nimbarka always mentions Krsna along with 
Radha as Ramakanta—Radha4 Vallabha etc. Purusottama, 
Paramétman, Vasudeva etc. epithets are common to both. 
Srinivasa no where mentions them together. Is Radha 
implied? Or he did not think it necessary to mention it along 
with Krsna is not certain. While the later commentators refer 
to both Radh4-Krsna unitedly and Krsna separately too. 


Srinivasdc4rya kept the tradition of his preceptor in not 
criticizing any of his veddntic opponents in the bhdsya but 
his successors departed from this tradition. All of the later 
philosophers not only defend their school against the attacks 
of opponents but attack and condemn other schools. Every 
thing has two sides and obviously the absence of so called 
short coming of Srinivas4c4rya, has made these commentaries 
comparatively not so easy to be followed. 


_ Thus the bhasya of Srinivasa occupies a very high status 
in Nimbarka Sarhprad4ya both due to its precise treatment 
of the subject-matter, grasp of the facts and clarity of 
expression. Though it is not as scholarly, as written by other 
Bhasyakéras such as, V4caspati Misgra etc., still it has its 
unique nature and place amongst the Bhdsyas of the Brahma- 
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Satras. Its influence on the posterior commentators is far 
reaching and for a person desirous to understand Nimb4rka- 
philosophy, its study is inseparable. 
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CHAPTER IV 
COMPARISON WITH OTHER 
VEDANTIC SCHOOLS 


Here we take up the comparative study of Srinivasa’s 
Philosophy as contained in Vedanta-Kaustubha with the other 
Vedintic systems. As we know, these systems differ from 
each other on vital points, still the basic concepts of Indian 
Philosophy being the same the comparative study helps to 
bring out the difference and non-difference between the two 
systems more vividly. 


Sankariicirya and SrinivasAcdrya 


First of all, we take into consideration the Advaitavada 
of Sankara and Bhedabhedavada of Srinivasa. 


Both Saikara and Srinivasa admit Braluman to be the 
ultimate Reality, who is the efficient as well as the material 
cause of the world, but both stand apart in the sense in which 
Brahman is the efficient as well as the material cause. 


Srinivasa contends that Brahman is the efficient cause 
in the sense that it conjoins the individual souls with the 
fruits of their actions.’ The individual souls themselves being 
incapable to recollect the impressions of past births due to 
the working of endless circle of actions.” 


Brahman’s being the material cause, consists of 


- transforming the powers called Para and Apara existing in it 


in subtle form into gross form. These powers exist in it in 
the relation of Sakti and Saktiman i.e. that between the power 
and the powerful.’ 


On the other hand, Sankara holds that Brahman is 
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nimitta or efficient cause of the world because only a sentient 


being can be the cause of the universe and not insentient like 
Prakrti etc— 


“Sat We OTA: aol wepfarata feeray 
Pitted cafisraiararefinreny |" 


Conscious Brahman is the efficient and the material 
cause of the universe. It is operative cause because there is 
no other controller of this universe except It. 


It is the material cause of the universe in the form of 
Isvara i.e. Brahman accompanied with Maya. In other words, 
Brahman is devoid of all kinds of changes and it is through 
Maya that it appears to be the material cause of this universe.° 


As is evident from the concept of Brahman given above, 
Srinivasa propounds that the world is ‘Parindma’ or real 
transformation of Brahman. It is illustrated by the instance 
of milk changing into curd and so on. Sankara, on the other 
hand, gives acceptance to ‘Vivartavada’ or doctrine of 
apparent transformation. Brahman appears to be the universe 
due to May4, as rope appears to be snake due to darkness. 

Both accept that karya or effect is non-different from 
cause.® But Sankara in accordance to ‘Vivartavada’ states in 
the interpretation of the siitra (2.1.4) that Brahman being 
the cause of everything, the effect i.e. the universe has no 
existence apart from Brahman and by knowing It everything 
else becomes known. Just as by knowing the clay or earth, 
everything made of the earth becames known— 


“ad aren faa anda ada facraiteaead, 
iL eRe Ra ob alae sd 
Mea diay Grapeta aeatafa TH er ae | 
THe 1"* 


ae | 
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“And hence it is said that, an effect, is merely a name, 
made current by speech, and its existence as effect; is because 
of speech only. The effect viz. a jar or a trough or a water 
pot is not in existence substantially as an effect as much, but 
is merely a name and is false or untrue and that it is merely 
earth only, is the truth. This is stated as an illustration of 
Brahman. Therefore, because of the word ‘Arambhana’ 
occuring in the scriptures, it is understood that, in the case 
of the thing illustrated also; all creation as a class as such 
has no existence apart from Brahman.” 


According to Srinivasa, in this sitra, the view of Vaises 
ika School is refuted,* which holds that there is difference 
between the cause and the effect. And therefore according 
to him, this universe which is consisted of animate and 
inanimate beings is non-different from Brahman, the Parama 
or the Highest cause, who possesses Cit and Acit as its 
powers— 

TRA THRU Sele eae AAS aie eSATA sett eM TSTRT 
SOTA Sraaera FI esta Cag Taag 
TM: Wafers wWerNeTmSET Waa 
watery” 


The effect, dependent and limited, consisting of Cit 
and Acit, is non-different from Brahman, the Highest Cause, 
possessing Cit and Acit (in subtle form) as Its powers, capable 
to exist as the cause and effect by Its own free will, and who 
is unlimited as is indicated by the words ‘one’, ‘unparalleled’ 
and so on. 

Therefore what is to be stressed upon in this sitra is 
this, that Sri Krsna changes itself into effected form by his 
own desire without being inspired or compelled by any outer 
means. What differentiates Srinivasa from Sarkara is that. 
the former maintains the reality of effect different from 
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Brahman too; while the latter regards world as real only 
when it is non-different from It and not as Separate reality. 
Because as is evident from above, Saiikara regards the world 
as mere “Vivarta’ i.e. apparently evolved and therefore it is 
not real. As pitchers etc. modifications (Vik4ra) of clay are 
not real, only forms changed apparently. Ultimately these 
are non-different from clay which alone is real (Hfa@eta). 
In the same way Brahman alone is real, world which is 
ultimately non-different from it is also unreal. Therefore 
Sankara propounds Vivartavada. While Srinivasa regards the 


world as real as Brahman, which is evolved out of Sakti or 
power called Acit and Brahman. 


From the study of the Brahmasitras, we donot find 
support to the view point of Safikara. The sitra ‘aea=aca- 
FRAT: '— merely states, that the world is non-different from 
Brahman and no where is it stated that it is Real only when 
non-different from It and unreal when it is different from It. 
Here it is also pointed out that the evolution of world from it 
is a Mere appearance and in reality there is no transfiguration 
and so on. In ‘“SARIa Faz’ it is maintained that the universe 
actually comes out of Brahman. Therefore we cannot say 
that the creation of world is mere appearance or Vivarta but 
it is a real change or ‘Parinima’. 

Srinivasa describes Brahman as omnipresent, omnis- 
cient, Lord of all and so on— 

aves BAT:, TAM, AALAT:, AAAS: TAPIA, 
Wieaqs:, wdaeaHae: spor wa qefa Geafa qangerd wW 
Wea ‘ans 
and according to him, Sri Krsna known as Vasudeva 
Purusottama etc., is Brahman, the Highest Reality. 


On the contrary Sankara holds that Waa and aaufacd 
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etc. gunas donot belong to Brahman ultimately. When 
- Brahman is conditioned by Maya then as Isvara, it appears 
to possess these attributes— 


“URantrarratafrattedatertaraarad Weatrel 


In Reality Brahman is Nirguna or attributeless— 

“Poaraia wl aaufadery and wedfatacted 
ffaacrana sa wiry 4 afeatte’™ 

The scriptural passages which declares it as Saguna or 
possessor of attributes are only for the purpose of helping 
concentration— 


“sormifafa wart fe ara” 


Saguna Brahman according to Sankara is lower (31%) 
in status. While Srinivasa holds Brahman to be endowed 
with all these attributes in its ultimate form and according to 
him the scriptural texts which state It to be ‘Nirguna’ and 
“Nirakara’ only declare it to be devoid of only inauspicious 
qualities and form. Or in other words virtue, vice etc. being 
relative terms donot touch It ultimately.“ 


The view point of Sankara does not seem to be correct. 
In the very first sitra, he himself says that Wdacd etc. 


attributes of Brahman follow from the meaning of the root 
Brh. itself— 


“ afel dgga Preayeqaqreannd, we, adefrantany | 
tee fe Sore Aeayecretsal: wird, gedul- 
areata’ 


Therefore it seems self-contradictory on his part when 
he later on states that these attributes belong to the lower 
Brahman i.e. [Swara. 


Moreover the teachings of the Brahmasitras seem to be 


 —— 
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otherwise. The sGtras—a-rereq qa" and | waar” 
clearly declare Brahman who is all tee te so on to 
be the cause of the world. Again the satras”” state It to be 
possessed of bliss (HT-¢:) and other attributes, Other sitras 
such as ‘Watters A aexlan{™ characterise It with all powers 
such as omnipotence, omniscience etc. Therefore all these 
sitras point to the fact that Brahman is not Nirguna. The 
sOtras (3. 11-30) on which Sankara bases his point of view 
that Nirguna Brahman is the Highest cannot be accepted, 
because in the sitra ‘sreqaca fe aarernft’ the word ‘sreTaq’ 
may denote Brahman to be devoid of all material and 
inauspicious qualities as interpreted by Srinivasa— 

‘Sura anrafeatt tacertt siaaniqatiaenat ara 
q fared Hea adisevada gel WEI caste Aa 
Ward gaed:, srerceracard! fewea: Were aaa 
aan weaaTa Gaafa’”’ 

Sankara and Srinivasa both accept s4stra as pramana. 
But again in case of Sankara a difficulty arises. According 
to Sankara, from the paramarthika point of view all kind of 
proofs including sastras are unreal— 


“qopefaateraraa ween waronts ereafer a” 

“If it is accepted, how can the unreal Sstras give any 
information about Brahman which is Real. Then how astra 
can be said as yoni of Brahman and so on, against this 
objection Sarikara points out that Sastras are said to be “yoni” 
of Brahman in the sense, that these remove the ‘Bheda’ or 
sense of difference caused by avidya— 


“strand ge: wmearaitragrarata aq a afaen- 
aferatefratrrcarcerats i" 


But this clarification does not appear to be much 
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convincing because the scriptures, undoubtedly, help to 
remove several misapprehensions, and at the same time these 
give clue about Brahman’s real nature too. 

Both Sankara and Srinivasa hold that Jiva or individual 
soul is eternal and immortal, but whereas Safikara holds 
that Jiva is eternal because it is non-different from Brahman, 
here Srinivasic4rya points out that Jiva is really eternal, 
immutable” and a separate entity. 

According to Sankara the nature of individual is pure 
consciousnness— 


OD AeaisaaeN sua Tees Aeread Waa wen- 
fapaqafadrantsitasrearatasa 1” 


Srinivasdcarya points out its nature as— 
“Saen a wa weaaeTe af agra’ 


i.e. individual self is not only pure consciousness but also 
knower and this view appears more correct because 
knowledge cannot subsist without its substratum f.e. knower. 


Srinivas4c4rya contends that the size of individual soul 
is atomic (SUpaf<AM:) as even in the scriptures it is stated 
to be AMAA: and so on. As a drop of sandal ointment 
situated on one part of body pleases the whole of the body, 
in the same way the ‘anu’ Jiva existing in ‘hrdaya’ the seat of 
Jiva, receives the experience of the whole body.” Individual 
soul is sometimes’ called vibhu due to its attribute i.e. 
knowledge being all pervading and this attribute exists upto 
the existence of the soul; which being eternal, the attribute 
is also eternal. In reality it is anu— 


“ Seasyppitarren Wr fay fifefasta:1'* 


Acarya Sankara holds on the other hand that Jiva is 
vibhu being similar to Brahman;”’ and the Jiva is called anu 
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only due to the superimposition of the qualities of the buddhi. 
But his view does not seem to be correct because context 
does not support the interpretation given by Sankaracarya. 


Not only in the Sttra—‘aqprancary aqersee: wistad’’ he 
takes ‘Aq’ to stand for Buddhi but even in the sitra ‘ araarea- 


sifararea 7 eteedextary’ ‘Atman’ is taken as Buddhi, which 
js not its usual sense. What is expressed in this sitra is, that 
the knowledge which is the attribute of the individual soul 
exists up to its existence and the self being eternal, the 
attribute is also eternal and that is why individual soul is 


very often designated by its essential quality namely 
knowledge. 


_ Moreover as held by A.K. Guha—“It is inconceivable 
how unconscious Buddhi can have such power.” Because 
Sankara has ascribed Buddhi to be endowed with such 
qualities as F291 (desire) 88: (envy) §:G (sorrow) and Fa 
(happiness) etc.” which Buddhi being “1 cannot have. On 
these grounds we think that the doctrine of Sankara that the 
individual soul is vibhu or all pervading is not correct. The 
acceptance of the all pervasiveness of the soul will also cause 
it to be liable to the fault of either perpetual liberation or 
perpetual bondage or perpectual liberation and bondage 
simultaneously, which fault cannot be removed even by 
accepting the admission of antahkarana. This is clearly 
brought out by Srinivasicarya.” 


SrinivasAc4rya accepts Jivas to be innumerable, being 
different in different bodies. But Sankarac4rya holds that 
soul is one and it is not liable to the sorrows and happiness 
simultaneously because it is conditioned by upadhis such as 
body, impressions etc. which differ from one and another. 
Therefore each Jiva limited by particular upadhis cannot have 
connection with other Jivas limited by the different upadhis— 
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“softy aa fe ata seq sHedared aeI Sita- 
wan: 

Acarya Sankara, contends that individual] soul is non- 
different from Brahman ultimately. It is only due to upadhis 
that it appears to be different and as doer, enjoyer and so on. 
In consonance to this doctrine Sarikara interprets word ‘ Avt:’ 


as ‘Sw $a’ of the stitra— 
“ seh aaToITeeIeM ala aefdafecetad wa 1” 


i.e. individual soul is as if a part of Brahman, as a spark is 
a part of Jiva. As heat is common to both fire and the spark, 
similarly consciousness (Caitanya) is common between the 
self and the Brahman. In empirical state there is non- 
difference between the two as both are aa, but different 
too, as Brahman is free and self conditioned. There being 
both difference and non-difference between Jiva and the 
highest Lord, the Jiva is to be viewed as a part of the lord— 


“Sot asta vidvaratdens fataepiargantoay | aa 
Fels FelsaTaTaTaIS aT: |" 


Srinivasa also holds that individual soul is a part of 
Brahman, but in the sense of Sakti or power as the rays are 
part of the sun and this fact is supported by following sitras 
too.“ He further points out on the basis of scriptural texts 
declaring individual selves to be different as well as non- 
different from Brahman and that the relation between the 
two is that of Bhedabheda /.e. difference cum non-difference 
ultimately. This relation subsists not only in the state of 
bondage but also in the released state. The individual soul is 
non-different from Brahman, as its existence, activities etc. , 
are dependent on Brahman and it is different because it is 
characterized by attributes such as possessed of limited 
knowledge etc., which is in contradiction to the nature of 


88 
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Brahman, endowed with such attributes as of unlimited 
knowledge, all pervasiveness and so on. This relation is 
Svabhavika or natural and not brought about by any upadhi 
or condition, on the removal of which it might be ended or 
exhausted. This is illustrated by the relation existing between 
the tree and its leaves, the sea and its ripples etc.” 


Sankarac4rya also Propounds Pratibimbavada.” He 
holds that the individual souls are Pratibimba or reflections 
of Paramatman, as in water there is reflection of the sun etc. 
But in view of the siitra (2.3.43) wherein the Jiva is a part of 
Brahman, the above theory seems contradictory. It is also 
not clear how ‘Nirguna’ Brahman can have reflection which 
is possible only in the case of qualified object. 


Naturally Sankaracarya and Srinivasacarya differ 
regarding the relation between Brahman and the world also. 
Srinivasa propounds that the relation is Svabhavika here 
also.” While Sankara contends that world is non-different 
from Brhman.* But whereas Srinivasa regards the world to 
be as real as Brahman and categorises it as third Reality 
known as Acit, there Sankara holds that world is unreal or 
false as different from Brahman. But how can there be unity 
or non-difference between cause and effect i.e. Brahman 
and the universe, if one of them is false or non-existent? 
This is pointed out by Ram4nuja very aptly in his Sribhas 
ya.” 

Both join hands in accepting that Brahman is not touched 
by the gunas and dosas of the world, just as the products of 
carth when dissolved into earth do not defile it with their 
individual dosas or gunas.”° 

Sarikarcarya and Srinivasacarya, both hold divergent 
views not only on the point of the relation of world, Brahman 
and individual soul but on the nature of Liberation also. 
Both agree on the fact that realization of Brahman is the 
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only means for ending or terminating the unending circle of 
transmigration, sorrow, happiness and so on. According to 
both Moksa is neither Se: (to be produced), Heart: (to 
be refined) nor fara: (to be modified)” but it is the natural 
state of individual soul on the realization of which, Jiva is 
liberated. 

According to Sankara, the realizer of Brahman becomes 
Brahman himself—‘wéta fe yarraea’’.” At this state the 
individual soul freed of all limitations, is united with the 
Highest Soul— 

“star va Wssem Apsafasd 

It is illustrated by the instance of pure water merging in 
pure water becomes like that as is quoted by Sarikara— 

ques WS Youtaw aga vate 

wd Wfaera aren safe tera: 1" 

Srinivasa contends that the realization of Brahman is 
becoming similar to It (WERPATAAa: )— SAA TAIN ALGAE 
ae ara aata f° 

As the term ‘ar’ indicates, there remains difference 
and non-difference between two objects, i.e. when there is 
similarity in some aspect and dissimilarity in the other aspect. 
Same is the case in the released state, the Jiva is in relation 
of difference and non-difference to Brahman. 

Acdrya Sankara propounds Jivanmukti i.e. realization 
of Brahman in this very life. To put it in other words, the 
soul is liberated in this very body but his body continues 
even after this, for sometimes, as the wheel of potter goes 
on revolving for some time after the stop of work. He also 
accepts #AAfwm: or gradual liberation ,“° as well as Videha- 
mukti of liberation after fall of body. 
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Srinivasa does not recommend Jivamukti and gives his 
consent for Videhamukti only i.e. one is liberated only after 


the fall of the physical body even if realization has taken 
place. 


As to the method of realization of Brahman, the two 
Ac&ryas hold that tarka or reasoning alone cannot lead to 
knowledge of supersensible objects, Sastras are the only 
means for that purpose. But as is evident from the inter- 
pretations of the word “ae” in the sitra “afa daar we 
arti” Sarikara considers meditation or abstract concentra- 
tion as the means of the attainment of Brahman— 


aie earatrearnregerry’”’ 


While Srinivasa regards loving devotion or meditation, 
as the right means— 


“Se Femi Fife areca afraty wer crererate 


Sankaracarya gives emphasis on Jiiana or knowledge in 
preference to ‘Karma’ or action— 


“Tapers yaa fran: runacrearqwam 
trend" 


*Karma’ performed according to one’s varna and asrama 
are auxiliary to the purification of heart only. 


Unlike Sankara, Sriniv4sa prefers the synthesis of Jiiana 
i.e. knowledge and ‘Karma’ or action and does not show 
Special adherence to either of these two. 


Conclusion—From the comparative study, done above 
it is evident that both Sankara and Srinivasacarya stand apart 
on some of the major points of Indian Philosophy such as 
Nature of Brahman, individual soul, their mutual relation, 
Concept of Moksa and so on and there is no possibility of 
Compromise between the two. One emphasizes on the absolute 
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Non-dualism and the other lays equal stress on Non-Dualism 
and dualism both. The Advaita of Sankara is more idealistic, 
while Bhedibheda of Srinivasa is more realistic and easily 
accessible to common people. 

Bhiskarficirya and Srinivasicirya 

Bhiskaricirya and Srinivasacarya both propound 
Bhedibhedavada. The doctrine of the former being known 
as Aupddhika Bhedabheda and that of latter as Svabhavika 
Bhedabheda. 

Both hold Brahraan, the Highest Reality to be the 
material as well as the efficient cause of the universe. They 
agree that upadinatva or material cause-hood of Brahman 
consists in the transformation of powers existing in Brahman 
into gross forms. 

AS a necessary corollary to the above concept is, their 
acceptance of parinimavada or theory of transformation. 
Bhaskaracarya points out clearly that ‘Parinamavada’ js 
characterized by manifestation of inherent subtle powers into 
gross form—‘wifefartaaamt: afer: | Tt is emphatically 
stated that Brahman transforms its powers without any 
extraneous means because it is but Its nature— 

‘Wa Fat wa ford aaa The powers which 
get transformed are specified as start: and qageife— 


a SraTEy a hel sod sivanfinter stagefnearn- 


That is to say these stragtfe: and “tayeifr: are 


transformed into inanimate and animat 
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The Highest Reality according to Bhaskaracirya is 

Brahman and it is ultimately devoid of attributes and form— 
“Prensa xg arcoreqy |!” 

Srinivasa on the other hand contends Brahman to be 

endowed with attributes and calls It as Krsna, Vasudeva, 


Paramatman and so on, while Bhaskaracarya holds that 


Brahman is Saguna or Sakara (is having form) only in the 
effected state. 


Bhaskaracarya also holds that Saguna form of Brahman 
is neither ‘Saguna’ as that of Srinivasa because he refers It 
as pure knowledge and pure existence (aeaamt and stacey) 
nor Nirvisesa like that of Sankaracdrya because Bhasakara 
very often refers to It as omniscient and omnipotent, (ada:, 


aasifa:). 


Bhaskara holds that Brahman has two forms, one in 
causal state (@RURST:) and other in effected state (Hr). 
It is one, non-dual-as cause and of diverse forms in effected 
State, as gold is one entity but many as bracelets, ear-rings, 
necklaces etc. In other words it is Bhinnabhinnaripa— 


“om faahtaed alfa” 


Further he states that abhinna or causal state of Brahman 
is real, while bhinna or effected state, is due to working of 
upadhi or limiting adjuncts.“ But it is emphatically stated 
that this ‘bhinna’ state is no less real— 


“a dd aeradl aramratad adqi'™ 


We find no such specification in Srinivasa’s philosophy, 
nor does he state that ‘Abhinna’ state or causal state is real 
and ‘Bhinna’ or effected state is Aupadhika. For him both 
are equally natural (Svabhavika) and real. Thus inspite of 
accepting world as real, both differ. 


ee 
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Bhaiskaricdrya clearly states” that UE - on SanETH- 
diction involved in accepting both ‘Bheda it ¢ ; aveniee : 
well as ‘Abheda’ non-difference to be seccahichaorpliga y. 
These two are not opposite in nature as neal and he da, on 
and shade and so on. As gold and its products Damely si - 
rings, necklaces etc; have ‘Bhedabheda’ telation Le. car- 
rings etc., are different as well as non-different from gold, 
in the same way Braman the cause, and universe the eff ect, 
has ‘Bhinnibhinna’ relation with It. This relation is seen 
every where in this world. So says A.K. Guha— “Hence 
under the advaita-dvaita theory as upheld by the Vaisnavas 
there is really no union of contradictries but only that of the 
objects of similar nature. To use the language of Plato the 
Jivas being the same, nature cleave there into.”*” 


Besides Brahman, individual soul is the other Reality, 
which is accepted by both as eternal, immutable and so on— 


“Fay SOT aac siarern a Ferafeern 


But that there is basic difference in their concept wil be 


Clear from the treatment of nature etc. of the individual soul 
done below. 


The main difference is caused, by the concept of 
relationship between individual soul and Brahman. $rinivas’- 
cdrya regards Jiva to be different as well as non-different 
from Brahman not in the Mundane state only but also in 
released state because this relation is regarded by him as 
Svabhavika or ‘natural’. Therefore it persists in all states.” 

Contrary to this Bhaska 
Bhedabheda relationshi 
or adventitious and no 
Up&dhis* such as 
as different as 


rdcarya maintains that the 
p of Jiva and Brahman is Aupadhika 
t Svabhavika or natural. It is due to 
Karma, Avidya etc. . that the Jiva appears 
well as non-different from Brahman. It is 
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illustrated by the instances of sparks and fire, etc.” As sparks 
in reality are non-different from fire and appear to be different 
due to Upadhis, such as time and space etc. in the Same way 
Jiva is non-different from Brahman. Its difference is mere 
Aupadhika or adventitious on the removal of which its real 
nature is manifested. 


Bhaskaracarya, however, also contends along with 

Srinivasa that by ‘arhsa’ in the sotra— 
“agit ArreTaeene....1"*" 

is meant that Jiva is part of Brahman which is non-different 
from It. But whereas Srinivasa holds that it is related to it as 
‘part and whole’, there Bhaskaraca4rya contends that Jiva is 
said to be part of Brahman in Mudane world, due to Upadhis 
like Sarhkaracdrya and ultimately it is non-different. ‘Part 
and whole’ relationship exists only in the bound state— 

“SH T acaand dafscara: daeaatels q_ 
Wear “hi 

This Aupadhika concept of Bhaskarac4rya has the 
influence of Sankara’s doctrine of upadhis, but what 
distinguished him from Sankara, is his consideration of this 
State also as real. That, Bhaskara admits the reality of upadhis, 
is evident from his commentary on the aphorism— 


“ae a data” 


wherein he says clearly that Aupadhika state is not unreal 
from ultimate point of view— 

“a dhafta: arfeararcarferery"’ 

It is explained by illustrations such as a pot put on fire 
becomes hot but the heat of the pot though unnatural is not 
Unreal. Therefore Aupadhika state is unnatural but also not 
Unreal. He himself says that by the word ‘Aupadhika’ is meant — 
Warefaed i.e, that which is eternal only in succession. That 
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he admits the sense given to ‘Upadhi’ by Sankara is evident 
from such illustrations as fire and spark, sky and sky 
conditioned by pitcher etc. Therefore ‘Upadhi’ according to 
Bhiskara means that ‘conditioning factor’ which does 
characterize the conditioned object as unreal. According to 
him, avidya, karma etc. are upadhis which cause sense of 


difference (8@:)— 


“dase aearemgafaerenstaeaaedara fe wae 
stra am aorAfeepiag: wren Ufsaratuertaaatce: 
fosmar....'™ 


Dr. Roma Bose rightly remarks that according to 
BhaskardAcdrya the criterion of reality is not “existence for 
ever but mere existence’. 


The concept of Upadhis being clear, now it would be 
easy to follow the further concept of Bhaskaracarya. 
Accordingly he regards Jiva as separate entity in bound state 
only and that is also due to Upadhis, while in its natural or 
released state it is regarded as non-different from Brahman. 
Srinivasa contends that Jiva remains separate entity even in 
Moksa, related to Brahman in the relation of difference and 
non-difference. 


About the nature of the individual souls Srinivasacarya 
contends that it is knower; knowledge being its very form, 
which is better than that of Bhaskara, who maintains that it 
is pure consciousness. Because consciousness also cannot 
exist without substratum /.¢, conscious entity, it has been 
already pointed out while dealing with Sankara. 

BhAskarac4rya regards the state of individual soul's being 
agent and enjoyer as Aupadhika.” The process of doing 
(#4) and enjoying (“taq4) remainsps long as there 
remains Up4dhi such as Avidy4 erc, In...’ uatural state it is 
no longer an enjoyer or doer. On the other hand, Srinivasa 
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in consonance to his view point, upholds that individual 
soul is knower and enjoyer even in released state, 
Srinivascdrya maintains that the size of the individual 
soul is atomic or StyarrH: and is called Vibhu sometimes 
due to the all pervading nature of its attribute, knowledge, 


which exists upto the existence of soul and the self being 
eternal, the attribute is also eternal. 


Bhaskaracarya regards the individul soul to be anu only 
due to upadhis— 


“eatery stand gor 

In the released state it is of vibhu parimana, being same 
in nature of Brahman. It is due to the super-imposition of 
the qualities of aharnkara that the Jiva appears as anu. 
According to him siitras (2.3.18-28) describe the Aupadhika 
State of the individul soul in which it is of Anuparimana and 
— inthe Satra (3.2.29) onwards it-is stated that Jiva is of Vibhu 
Parimana which is its real natural state. But the view of 
_Bhaskara does not appear to be correct. If the Sitrakara 
Badarayana had meant to express what Bhaskara depicts it 
to be then why not Badrayana referred first of all, to the 
natural or Svabhavika measurement of Jiva rather than first 
refer to the Aupadhika nature. Whenever we explain the 
nature of a thing we first describe it by its natural and essential 
qualities and not by the unnatural qualities. Therefore the 
view point of Bhaskardc4rya is not correct. Besides as he 
says that it is due to ‘guna’ or qualities of aharhk4ra, that 
Jiva appears to be anu, this can be contradicted on the same 
lines as that of Sankaracdrya.® 


In the mudane state, he accepts Jivas to be innumerable 
(being limited by upadhis) like Srinivasacarya and due to 
that there does not arise the question of co-mingling of 
happiness and sorrows of various souls.” This state being 
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Aupadhika, in released state Jiva is one and non-dual. There, 
it being free of all worldy experiences, naturally the question 
of mixture of experiences does not arise at all. 


There is difference between the two on the point of 
relationship of world and Brahman too. Both regard world 
as real and hold it to have Bhedabheda relation to Brahman. 
As in the case of relation between Jivatman and Brahman, 
world is maintained to be different as well as non-different 
from Brahman at all times by Srinivasa. Because it is 
Svabh4vika relation. Bhaskarac4rya contends that Brahman 
and its effected state namely world are related in the relation 
of Bhinnabhinna or Bhedabheda which is also Aupadhika or 
adventitious, i.e. due to working of Upadhis. When these 
Upadhis are removed Brahman existing in the effected form, 
i.e. aS universe, again becomes non-different or one with 
Brahman, in the causal state (@RUA1). As different golden 
ornaments are different as well as non-different from gold, 
different in various modified forms but non-different as pure 
gold alone.” It is evident from the study of Bhaskarabhasya, 
that in the beginning he also refers to two forms of 
Brahman—'#roreat’ and ‘arate’ and it is later on, that 
he maintains that only ‘Abhinna’ or ‘@1T7ST' is SvAbh4vika 
and the other adventitious.” 


Bhaiskaracarya and SrinivasacSrya differ on the point 
of nature of liberation. According to Srinivasa, liberation 
consists in becoming similar to Sri Krsna, being different as 
well as non-different from Him— 

“aR wen stqeaka we ard meets” 

But Bhaskardcdrya upholds that in liberated state the 
individual soul does not become similar to Brahman in 


attributes and in respect of pure Intelligence only but becomes 
one with it. It is united or non-different from It in this state, 
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as pure water becoming non-different, when united with pure 
water. Or as ‘akaga’ conditioned by pitcher becomes one 
with “mahakasa" on the breaking of pitcher—‘aet @ a 
We WEAR AEH Va waft esraanafa dreary 
rarnfeaisde sitter fe: a afradt fads”: 


and 


“marae fe afazaentiar ar Sareqr)'” 


Both agree in maintaing that liberation is possible only 
after the fall of this body i.e. Videhamukii. Realization is 


not possible unless and until we are relieved of this embodied 
form— 


“sat sitazarerat a ter: |" 


in addition to this Bhaskaracarya admits ‘Krama-muki’ - 
or gradual liberation also. 


As to the means of liberation Bhaskaracarya emphati- 
cally states that Jidna or knowledge and Karma or actions, 
both synthetically practised lead to the realization— 


"TRI a at arqvar'” 
Neither of these two practised severally can be the proper 
means. Actions are neither to be taken for purifying the mind 


nor as subsidiary means. By knowledge he means “updsana’ 
Or meditation— 


“qaltarara aqeaal aeqdi'” 


As said already he gives full emphasis on actions. 
According to him without the proper knowledge of actions, 
one is not able to know with which actions, knowledge is to 
be combined. By knowing fully about actions he comes to 
know *kAmya’ and ‘nisidha Karmas’ which are to be avoided 
and ‘nitya Karmas*’ which are to be practised. But actions 
alone are not sufficient because these yield transitory fruits. 
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These are to be combined by Jiiana which arises from Sravana 
i.e. hearing, Manana—thinkingdeeply and Nididhydsana t.e. 
concentration on scriptural passages." 


For Updsana or meditation, he lays down that on should 
meditate on the causal aspect of Brahman alone.” 


Srinivasa accepts the importance of both Jnana and 
Karma but like Bhaskara does not emphasize that without 
actions one is not capable to realize Brahman. He does not 
give so much significance to actions though it has its own 
place. He accepts loving devotion as the means for Teor: 
(.é. realization of Brahman. 


In conclusion we can say that inspite of the fact that 
both propound Bhedabheda still there is difference in view 
points on the basic concepts of both systems. Bhaskara’s 
concept of Avidya, Wpadhis etc. depicts clear effect of 
Sarnkara but his progress on Sankara’s concepts of Upadhi 
etc. is also commendable. We do not find any clear reference 
today of Bhaskara’s doctrines carried on by his successors 
in history, as we see in the case of Svabhavika Bhedabheda 
wherein a number of followers engendered the philosophy 
of the school. 


R4m4nujacirya and Srinivasicarya 


As is quite well known R4m4nujacarya propounds 
qualified monism or ‘ViSistadvaita’ and here his system is 
taken up along with that of Srinivasacrya to visualize similar 
and dissimilar points of their philosophies. 


Srinivasac4arya and Rémanujicarya both declare 
Brahman to be the ultimate Reality. Rama&nujacarya clearly 
states, what he understands by the term *Brahman’— 

“Ferret wamradhreatfacea statements - 
HANPPTT: YoorTAsfuelad | Waa Ferns Were: | 
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Ford SSM Wee qaraftanfird dseq Weisel | a a 
aa Ta! Hal TERT Bera: |" 


“By the word ‘Brahman’ is denoted the Highest 
Purusa, or Purusottama in whom all the blemishes are by 
nature expelled, (and who is) possessed of a host of auspicious 
qualities, unlimited, unsurpassed and innumerable. Every 
where the word Brahman (is understood) as being associated 
with the quality of magnitude. Where there is unlimited excess 
in respect of nature as well as qualities, that is its primary 
sense. That, further, is definitely the ‘Lord of all’. Therefore 


the word “Brahman” has its primary sense in respect of that 
alone.”® | 


Therefore. according to him Lord Visnu is known as 
Brahman due to its qualities etc. As we know already 
Srinivasdcarya also regards Sri Krsna to be the Highest 
Reality who is known as Brahman due to its Jeers “ That 
is to say almost same explanation is given. 


Both contend that Brahman is not ‘Wa' i.e. mere 
existence. He is endowed with all auspicious qualities and 
these qualities are eternal and natural— 


“A ER: Taafa aye wae qe aderarqum- 
Teed | AW Te WARIO a: aretha 
aft aag wead ai cafes Berra" 

He is Anadi (beginningless), Ananta (endless), 
omnipresent, omnipotent, Lord of all and superior to all. 
He is Truth, Consciousness and Bliss (@feaertr<). 


Both agree that Brahman is endowed with qualities and 
not ‘Nirguna’ or bereft of attributes. Ramanujicarya 
emphatically holds that Brahman is ‘Saguna’ and not 
‘Nirguna’ because no Pram4na or means of knowledge can 
be found to comprehend a “Nirvisesa’ thing. And if Brahman 
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is Nirvigesa, how any Sruti can be produced to establish the 
existence. According to him the scriptural passages which 
declare It as ‘Nirvigesa’,®* mean it to be devoid of certain 
Visesas only and not of all Visgesas; similarly the terms 
‘Nirdkdra’ and ‘Nirguna’ etc. are explained to mean void of 
inauspicious form or qualities. Srinivasacarya recommends 
these explanations and explains them in the same way himself 
too.” 

Raménujacdrya also accepts an identical form of 
Vasudeva, which is known as S4dgunya form which consists 
of Vaha, Vibhava etc. It is held by RAm4énuja that by propi- 
tiating Vibhava one attains Vaha and by propitiating Vuha, 
one realizes the Highest Brahman, Vasudeva. 

Besides accepting Vedas as Pramana, Réaméanujacarya 
accepts Paficaratra texts equally authoritative; but Srinivas4- 
c4rya does not accept this. 

§rinivasacarya and Ramanujacarya both jointly hold 
Brahman to be operative as well as material cause of the 
world—(fafaaarory) and (Suerte). According to 
Ramanujacarya Cit and Acit existing as the body of 
Paramatman in subtle from, in the causal state are transformed 
into gross form in the effected state— 


“oa: TaMrachasenss Tela Ae RUSAfa Tee 
ST FenrachaseRNR sea Rafat Telorarrcasts Perea 
ger facfadtsera canradeusaygara: 1” 

As is stated in the text it is the Cit and Acit forming the 


body of Brahman which are turned into gross form, in the 
effected state and form its body, in that state too. 


Guyas and dosas of 4tman donot touch Brahman as the 
gunas and dosas of body donot soil the Atman. While 
Srinivasa contends that the Saktis of Brahman called Par4 
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and Apara existing in subtle form, are turned into gross 
forms as Cit and Acit. These powers are related to It as 
power related to powerful (ft: and wfwary) .” 


As is natural, both uphold Parindmavada.” 
to Ramanujacarya, the change in condition o 
constitutes transformation— 


“See fs arta” 


and therefore it is a real change. Srinivasa also holds the 
same view, the difference lies in wording only. 


The second reality accepted by both is Individual soul 
or Cit. Both agree in holding that individual soul is the knower 
and not merely pure knowledge— 


“a UTTAICHYT WTASY Wa A Waa AY Wecaqau: \'” 

Both hold individual soul to be of atomic size (stjaft- 
aMh:) and it is called Vibhu only due to its everlasting 
attribute i.e. knowledge.™ The self is not only the knower, 
but also doer and enjoyer. The doctrine that souls are 
innumerable is supported by both. 

Both contend that individual soul is a part of Brahman,* 
but there is a slight difference in their approach. While 
Srinivasicarya expounds this relation of part and whole as 
that existing between power and powerful, tree and its leaves, 
sea and its waves, etc. , there Ram4nujacarya takes it in another 
way. He says that individual soul is a part of Brahman as 
‘Visesana’ or qualifying attribute forms part of qualified 
object or Visesya— 


According 
fa thing, 


sere! fafrestaresr argh firwoni ual wer w fader 
fafind aqeqht fadtrviisise ferteaiensattte orafeena feet 
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This relation would be clearer as we will explain the 
relation of the individual soul and Brahman as held by both 
of the scholars. 

According to Srinivasacarya, the relation of individual 
soul and Brahman is that of Bhedabheda or difference and 
non-difference. He contends that individual soul is non- 
different from Brahman, being dependent on It for its 
existence, maintenance etc. In this respect it is non-different, 
but as its nature is different, it is also said to be different 
from Brahman. The individual self is liable to Dosas etc. 
and is of limited knowledge and so on, while Brahman is 
bereft of all kinds of sin and is in possession of unlimited 
knowledge. The relation of part and whole indicates that 
individual soul is different and non-different from Brahman 
and it is named as Bhedabheda by Srinivasdcarya. 

On the other hand RamAnuja holds that Cit and Acit 
form the body of Brahman in the causal state as well as in 
the effected state.” According to him Paramétman is the 
soul of the individual souls and Acit entity, which form its 
body or ¥RK and Cit and Acit exist in It inherently, not only 
in the causal state but also in the effected state and also 
because It is their controller.” 

Therefore the relation between Cit, Acit and Brahman 
is ‘WAN aNaaa-Y:' i.e. ‘that of body and its soul’. 

What he understands by the term ‘YRR’ is poli out 
by him. He defines ‘3RR’ as— 

“od wa dare aged Valor cael Fad unfag 4 
wet qeondaetsd aaa whats wie area’ 

Accordingly as Cit and Acit are borne by Brahman for 
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its Own purpose and are related to in ‘Sesasesibhava 
Sambandha’, so these form the body of Paramatman. Cit 
and Acit may be said to have *Prakaraprakari-bhavasarh- 
bandha’ with Brahman. And therefore, there is “samanadhi- 
karanaya’ between the two.” Being the Visesanas or modes 
of Brahman, these are also called parts and like parts these 
are different as well as non-different from Brahman. But 
these three form one composite unty known as Brahman and 
these three are not separate entities. That is why the relation 
is known as “Visistadvaita’. Cit and Acit, forming the modes 
of Brahman, serve Its purpose and are different from It, but 
consitituting Its body are non-different from It; who is their 
controller as the soul is of the body. Ramanujacarya 
emphasizes this point time and again that as fault of bodies 
do not touch the soul any way, in the same way guna and 
dosas of body, constituted of Cit and Acit Padarthas do not 
soil It any way.” Brahman is beyond all kinds of modifica- 
tions, which affect Cit or Acit. 


As is evident from the discussion done above, RAamanuja- 
Carya regards the world or Acit also as forming the boy of 
Brahman in the causal state, in the subtle form and in the 
effected state, in the gross form.” Likewise it also stands in 
the relation of ‘Prak4ra’ i.e. mode, or as Visesana or adjective 
of Brahman and therefore being regarded as part it is different 
as well as non-different from Brahman. On the other hand 
Srinivasacdrya accepts Acit to be transformation of Brahman’s 
power and it stands in relation of Bheda (.e. difference as 
well as of Abheda i.e. non-difference from Brahman. World 
is different due to its being gross, liable to modifications 
etc., which is in contrast to Brahman who is beyond all 


106 Vedanta-Kaustubha—A Study 


“i @. like Jiva, Acit, being the qualifying attribute having 
inseparable existence is part of Brahman. Abheda or non- 
difference (between the two) is also primary, because it 
constitutes the part of Brahman. Bheda or difference is also 
predominant, due to difference in form and nature between 
the qualified object and qualifying object. The statement 
that Brahman is devoid of all dosas is also maintained.” 
Both uphold the view that world is as Real as Brahman Itself” 
and not unreal. R&4manuja emphatically states that in the 
case, that the world be taken as unreal, as is regarded by 
Sanikaracarya, then non-difference (311144) between 
Brahman and universe cannot take place. How can a non- 
existent entity be said to be identical with an existent thing. 
Therefore identity or similarity of Brahman and universe 
cannot be established which is laid down by Sitrakara 
himself.° Therefore acdrya Ramanuja holds that world is 
real— 

“A 7 atau are frearasa avtara 4 
agi arene fasta aateaeiateargaere: | aa afd 
Tan fread wa: Aad A TaN" 

Here the remark of Ramanujacdrya seems to be very 
aptly put forth. 

To conceive the end of this existence which has no 
beginning is a strain of thought. Still in consonance with 
other philosophical systems, and Indian philosophies in 
general, Ram4nuja and Srinivasa both declare the end of 
this circle of transmigration, in realization of Brahman. Both 
uphold that on realization of Brahman, one is neither 
submerged in Brahman nor becomes Brahman itself but the 
realizer only enjoys—@r-amfa: That is to say the self becomes 
similar to Brahman in qualities etc. 

But there is not much difference in the concept of both. 
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According to Acarya Ramanuja, in the rele 


me = ased state 
individual soul experiences Its identity with Brahman as a 


mode (Prakara). Although being non-different from 
Brahman, it is said to be similar to Brahman in qualities 
only because its nature becomes similar to Brahman, the 
Prakari. To put it in other words, individual soul enjoys 
purity which is similar to Brahman— . 


“seiSerare wereittarprate | arerareeforteh wet 
TAOS TMTSR: Teed TTAthfe SenfewrgeawEls ser 
APRS Wiaroreafe 1" 


Thus according to Ramanuja, Jiva remains as a “Prak4ra’ 
or mode of Brahman in released state also and therefore 
althogh being non-different, it is different too. 


Similarly Srinivas4carya holds that the Siva experiences 
similarity with Brahman in case of attributes etc. even in 
released state— 


“Tarte: wera faarrafeupistaraasadta 
fagai" 


Thus there does not seem to be much differnce between 
their view points of both. 


RA4manujacarya clearly states that ‘Ahamartha’ which 
constitutes the very essence of 4tman— 


ead weertarenel omer: 


remains present even in Moksa, otherwise according to him 
‘Apavarga’ or liberation would mean nothing but destruction 
of soul: which is not desireable to any person who is desirous 
of salvation. ™ This is to be distinguished from aharikara 
and is used in the sense of knower or “I am the knower” — 


“ oeoparareae waren 7" 
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which is said to be very essence of the soul in aphorism 
(2.3.19 etc.). This fact is acceptable to Srinivasacarya also. 


Both the Acdryas reject the concept of Jivanamukti. 
Ramanuja emphatically puts his ideas as— 


Ogawa steafedta utente a aa slaaia: 
arteta Aa sft Bama 8 aeafracdrnetarara 


Because he holds that salvation is not possible without 
the fall of the body. Liberation in this very life is as incon- 
sistent as to say that my mother is barren. Therefore he . 
accepts only ‘Videhamukti’ and Acdrya Srinivasa agrees with 
him in this context. 

As regards the means of liberatiion Ram4nujacarya 
contends that actions or Karmas are to be performed. For 
without the proper knowledge of actions and their proper 
performance, there cannot arise Jfiana or knowledge which 
is necessary for realization of Brahman— 


eRe TA ESTA ATTA Tere TH ATT 
AAAS | AEA ATS TATA RATATAT ATM 
farindepaaisntfaceet eat" 


RAménujacarya gives stress on Bhakti or devotion in 
particular. By whole hearted devotion one is able to realize 
Brahman. He enumerates seven aids to devotional 
consciousness viz. Viveka i.e. purity of food, Vimoha 1.@é. 
freedom from desire, Abhy4sa i.e. repetition, Kriya (.e. 
action, Kalyan i.e. truth etc. Anavasad i.e. absence of 
despondency and lastly avoidance of other extremes. 

§rinivasacarya also gives equal emphasis on knowledge 
and devotion, Karmas according to him are meant fot 
purification of mind. 

It might be added here as concluding remark that there 
is not much difference among the two philosophers. 


body into gross form. By the 
words body and Sakti they 1 
Ramanujacarya himself says" 


to Brahman is like that of a ray of light and luminary and 
that between power and powerful— 

“ade fe WAM: TTI TeIaaimsitareet 
Wise sae." and “ua wy WTA UR EAgTOT 
WAAAY Uigivitara STG TAM: WHITE: Bae |!" 

Therefore both can be said to advocate Bhedabheda, 

rinivdsa puts equal stress on ‘Bheda’ as well as on Abheda 
while Ramanuja’s leaning is towards ‘Abheda’ more, and he 


names his doctrine also as ViSistadvai 


ta, Viewing the relation 
in a little different way, otherwise basically both donot seem 


to stand apart. As explained by Ramanuja himself, ray of 
light though a mode of luminary, is non-different from it but 
still it is different. 
Srinivasacirya and Madhvacarya 


Madhvacarya is well known in Indian Philosophy as 
the propounder of Dvaitavada or doctrine of Dualism. Here 
both Bhedavada and Bhedabhedavada are taken up together, 

Brahman, the supreme Reality, is regarded to be Visnu 
by Madhvac4rya or in other words, according to him, Visqu 
is another name for Brahman, ‘sereaya faonraa’.” 


He is also known as Paramatman, Bhagawin, Vasudeva 
etc.” Madhvac4rya also takes the word Brahman to be derived 
from the same root ‘Brh’,” as by Srinivasicarya and others. 


Madhvacarya holds that Brahman alone is independent 


(%aq-A:) Reality, all the other realities are dependent (Wa-a:) 
On it, 
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This is in distinction from Srinivasacarya’s concept, 
who does not accept the independence of Brahman and 
dependence of other realities such as Cit and Acit. There is 
no such demarcation in his system. 

Both Madhvacirya and Srinivasacarya agree that 
Brahman is the efficient cause of the universe. Madhvac4rya 
says clearly that it is Bhagawan Visnu, who is responsible 
for creation, subsistence and annihilation of the universe, 
bondage and release, knowledge and ignorance— 


“ ofpfefrten aT aa: Aa: ‘ial 

$ri Visnu is also the material cause of the universe. He 
is called Prakrti (fem. word) for two reasons, firstly because 
He can be called by both the genders namely feminine as 
well as masculine and secondly because He is the material 
cause of this universe. Prakrti is another name for his desire, 
will or volition, which forms His very nature. Consequently 
He is called as Prakrti too sometimes— 


“vefrataiad Wawa Head ga aaraefaeta 
yefrrctead astren a aa: Fra Far se geet 
@ wema a” ' 


Prakrti is regarded as free, existing at all times, all are 
' dependent on its Will, which Itself is dependent on Brahman 
and works in accordace to its volition— 


Cgafaaat oder ASI A Tal -we Ga WEA 
cfaspfatefa i” ; 


Prakrti of Madhvacarya is dependent and works 
according to the wish of ISvara and is to be distinguished 
from the Prakrti of Sarikhya school, which is Independent. 
The view of Madhva4carya does not appear to be much 
different from that of Srinivasacarya, who holds, that it is 
the powers of Brahman known as Para and Apara, which in 
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fact create the universe. And it is also held by him that these 
powers are not separate entities, but inherent in Brahman 
and Prakrti of Madhvacarya is also regarded as the very 


power of Brahman. Therefore there does not seem to be 
much difference. 


Both agree mutually that Brahman is “‘Saguna’ i.e. 
endowed with divine attributes and all sorts of auspicious 
qualities. According to Madhvacarya Visnu is equipped with 


all guyas—'a fe adql: qol:'"” and therefore perfect. Being 
Independent he does not require any extranous thing— 


‘Ua wWida caasa feeder)" 


Acarya Madhva and Acarya Srinivasa, both maintain 


that Brahman or Visnu possesses a body which is ‘fai’ or 
self Luminous. 


In consonance to their concept of creation, they accept 
the doctrine of transformation or parindmavida. 


True to the genuine traditions of the Vedantic philo- 
sophers, Madhv4cdrya maintains that the existence of a 
creator cannot be proved by any means other than the 
scriptures. Formal logic can never succeed in establishing 
Brahman’s causality of universe to one’s entire satisfaction. 
But while accepting the authority of scriptures, he along 
with the Vedas, Puranas and Mila Ramayana accepts the 
authoritativeness of Paficaratra texts also— 


‘mrag: UNAS ANd WeaAay! 
Aerrarrsaa areata it" 


Jiva or Individual soul is the second Reality accepted 


by both. While Srinivas4carya takes it as separate category,. 


Madhv4c4rya on the other hand, includes it under the general 
heading of Dependent Reality which consists of cetanas and 
acetanas i.e. sentient and insentient beings. As stated earlier, 
Independent Reality according to him is Brahman alone. 


ee | 
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Madhacarya holds that Jivas or individual souls originate 
fron Brahman-— 


Usthsarq Ua WEPagered 1” 


These souls are regarded as eternal as Brahman— 
“pat frearifafa siteenta Prercaqge’ 


Here Madhvacarya agrees with Srinivasacarya. 


Both are in full agreement on the point of nature of 
individual soul. Both hold that individual soul’s nature is of 
unalloyed bliss and pure Intelligence and essentially free from 
any kind of misery or pain. It is due to ignorance, the result 
of actions that it feels as bound and miserable. Bondage, 
though accepted as real, is not natural. 

It is held by both the philosophers that the individual 
soul is self-luminous, and it is not only conscious but also 
knower. As a natural corollary to this they accept Jiva to be 
doer and enjoyer too. 

Madhvacarya like Srinivasa maintains that individual 
soul is of the size of Anu or atom.”’ The view that the sitras 
declaring it to be of atomic size are pirvapaksa and therefore 
it is to be taken as Vibhu, is refuted by Madhvacarya too. 

He also accepts that souls are innumerable and therefore 

there is no such possibility as the co-mixture of karmas and 
the fruits of different souls. 

About the relation of the individual soul and Brahman, 
Madhvac4rya is of the opinion that individual soul is different 
from Brahman, the fact being emphatically stated— 


“ma ara an sia: aa fae aa fae aa faa 
Aaseara Faseaval ef Ufgafa: 1" 

Jiva is not Brahman because the former is of limited 
knowledge, dependent, liable to happiness and miseries etc. 


While the latter is omnipresent, omniscient, independent, 
free and so on. In case of Jiva’s being non-different from 
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Brahman, Brahman would also be bound, released and so 
on along with Jivitman. 

Acirya Madhva holds that in scriptures individual soul 
is Said to be aiga or part of Brahman because it is similar as 
well as dissimilar from It, and therefore the scriptural texts 


declaring *Bheda’ i.e. difference between Jiva and Brahman 
should not be taken up literally. 


In fact there is difference berween the two and the 
similarity or “atgxa" is very minor. 


This relation is clarified by Madhvacarya through the 
medium of illustration of the sun and its reflections— 


“Temes waa feet 4 afrae adsa wa 


ase cen eafeht wea vitfaqan a ea ae 
eefafa : 


As ‘yfafsta’ or reflection of the Sun is different from 


it, in nature and does not exist in it, in the same way Jivas 
are like reflections of Brahman— 


“wfefercaigran sitet: agate: wt ara: 1 yfafeaccana 
Taenraiertor fear y" 


This is to say Jivas bear only a little similitude to 
Brahman who is one Independent source of all consciousness 
and activity found in individual souls is due to Brahman and 
depends on it alone. 


Acarya puts it clearly that this relation viz. faraufafara- 
Wa-Aa-4y: is not due to any conditioning factor i.e. Upadhi 
but it is quite natural.” It is tried to be illustrated by the 
instance of rainbow. As rainbow appears of the sun without 
any Conditioning factor, similarly Jiva comes into being, as 
the reflection of Brahman without any upadhi or limiting 
adjunct — 


— 
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“gaa feararedirargrata qargamn ah. 


eitacanfeat 1? 
This sums up clearly the idea conveyed by the illustra. 


tion. 

The beauty and import of this simile is vividly brought 
out by Mr. B.N.K. Sharma’”—“This beautiful simile of the 
Sun and the rainbow given by Madhvdacarya brings out the 
significance of the relationship between Jiva and Brahman 
ina very impressive manner. The Jiva is the agent, the vehicle 
of the manifestation of the Divine. His Svaripa has the 
potency which is activated and energized by the Divine Light 
falling upon it...... His devotees, who in their lives manifest 
these virtues. They are the raindrops that reveal the majesty 
and the glory that lie concealed in the white rays of the Sun. 
By this analogy, Madhvacarya wants to convey that every 
one of us is a tiny raindrop which still has the potency, the 
capacity to receive and manifest the divine light. The figure 
of the bimbapratibimbabhava, thus gives meaning, expresses 
a great philosophical truth and value and establishes an 
intimacy of relationship between Man and God, which is the 
noblest truth of philosophy and religion to be attained by 
us.” 

The relation being Svabhavika or natural persists even 
in the released state. This relation constitutes the very essence. 
of individual selves and therefore cannot be annulled. Like 
Brahman and Jiva this relation of difference is also eternal 
(act fA). 

Madhvacarya, as is evident, emphasizes difference 
between individual soul and Brahman, but Srinivasdcarya. 
as we know, puts equal weight on difference and non- 
difference. He takes up scriptural texts declaring difference 
and non-difference between souls and Brahman as literal 


114 
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and pointing to the actual relation and therefore interprets 
the word ‘arisa’ also to indicate the desired different and 
non-different relationship between the two.'° 


As already stated, the third Category of ‘Acit’ or 
insentient being accepted, as separate entity by Srinivasa is 
included by Madhva under the general category named 
Dependent. Here also this is the diverging point between the 
two. World is real, this fact is accepted by both equally. 


The relation between the universe and Brahman is that 
of difference according to Madhva— 


“sé fe fad amafaaz: 1" 
This universe is like Brahman being dependent on it 
and is different as the latter is capable of creation etc. 


Thus God, matter and souls constitute the three major 
Realities of Madhva’s system, although souls and matter are 
realities of lesser order. These differences between Brahman, 
souls and matter are five fold. Difference between Brahman 
and Jiva, Brahman and matter, Jivas and matter, between 
Jivas and Jivas and between matter and matter. 


As we know, Srinivasicirya on the other hand, 
propounds that the relation between world and Brahman is 
also Bhedabheda i.e. of difference cum non-difference. World 
being dependent on Brahman fot its existence efc. is non- 
different from it and being characterized by grossness e/c. is 
different from it, who is bereft of such qualities. 

Madhvacrya upholds the separate existence of both 
Brahman and Jiva even in released state i.e. moksa. Even in 
Moksa, the individual soul remains dependent on Brahman. 
Independence belongs to Brahman only.'* The identity 
between the two in the released state is discarded by Madhva. 

Srinivasa, on the orher hand, propounds that in the 
released state, the individual soul remains in its natural 
relation of BhedAbheda with Brahman. 
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Both, however, agree on the point that even in the 
released state the size of individual soul remains atomic and 
it enjoys the bliss similar to that enjoyed by Brahman,’ 
which is in accordance to the capacities of individual selves 
according to Madhva. But corporeal similarity between Jiva 
and Brahman in the released state, is forbidden by Madhv3- 
carya— 

‘nhifs ara wfafread 


Released souls being devoid of both kinds of bodies 
viz. gross and subtle are possessed of only Faas body. 


Madhvacarya puts it clearly that the released state 
consists in the removal of bondage and liability to punishm«nt 
etc. — 


“aq yore fe Mecaedaay) aren dlercaita a 
ear 


Like Srinivasacarya, Madhvacarya too recommends 
only Videhamukti and does not accept Jivanmukti— 


“Wate URSA MARA: TEA SRA 
fran: |" 


Madhvacarya recognizes four-fold distinctions of Mukti 
viz. Salokya i.e. dwelling in the same Loka or world, Sardpya 
(.é. attainment of similar forms, Samipya (.e. staying always 
by the side of the Lord and Sayuja'i.e. always being in the 
embrace of the Lord. These kinds of Muktis are obtained in 
the order of their merit and according to the increasing 
measure of knowledge. 


Srinivasicdrya, however does not allude to these four 
kinds of Muktis. 

__Asto the means of realization Madhvacarya emphasizes 

on “arare: ' or grace of God and for the grace of Bhagw4. 
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knowledge or Jnana is the most important thing—' fare 
mter:'" In the very first sitra he emphasizes this point— 


| Sad ART A ha:, ay ae fan aeetware, 
oA Teas tot 1" 


Grace of Preceptor is also stressed upon. Guruprasada 
js stronger than even one’s own efforts° but it does not 
mean that ‘Sravana’ i.e. hearing, Manana or contemplation 
etc. or t4W4c1: is to be neglected, on the other hand these 
are to be practised to obtain the grace of preceptor. 

Bhakti or devotion is accepted by Madhvacarya as the 
chief means for attainment of Brahman— 


“uaa Fact Rt wea Ale cara) Wares: 
Beer |” 


Srinivasac4rya also accepts Bhakti, Jina etc. to be the 
means of realization and both hold that the performance of 
one’s duties in accordance with their respective varna and . 
4Srama serve as auxilliary for realization of Brahman. Thus 
Madhvac4rya puts stress on Bheda, while Srinivasa regards 
Bheda and Abheda as equally predominant. Among the means 
of Moksa, both of the Vaisnavite Philosophers agree, and 
differ, accordingly on the point of realization. 
Srinivasicirya and Baladeva Vidyabhisana 

Sri Krsna Caitanya, born in Nawadvipa, Bengal, in 16th 
century propounded Acintya-Bhedabheda. He wrote no books 
and whatever we come to know about it, is through the works 
of his followers, among whom Rapa Goswamin, Jiva 
Goswamin and Sanitana etc. are worthy to be mentioned. 
Baladeva VidyabhOsana, who flourished in 18th ae 
composed a systematic commentary on the Bralima-sotras. 

Here Srinivasicarya’s Svabhavika Bhedabheda, ie “a 
taken up for comparative study with the fainted os 
of Sri Caitanya as expounded by Baladeva Vidyabhisana. 
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Both Srinivasicarya and Baladeva Vidyabhasana accept 
reality to be threefold i.e. consisting of Brahman, Cit and 
Acit. 

Brahman is the ultimate Reality, is accepted by both. 
According to Baladeva, Brahman or the Highest Reality is 
Krsna or Visnu or Hari, a Personal God. He is said to be 
possessor of infinite auspicious virtues and powers which 
are inconceiveable or Acintya. This fact is stressed by him 


time and again— 
“faa aft styafecnntarte arg" 

He is ‘Nirguna’, in the sense being, he is devoid of 
certain gunas or attributes such as three gunas (Sattva, Rajas 
and Tamas) of Prakrti. He is ‘Saguna’ in the sense of being 
abode of all kinds of auspicious qualities.” 

He is said to be the possessor of two kinds of qualities, 
namely, Majestic, awe-inspiring and blissful qualities. 
Baladeva holds that God has three powers namely Para Sakti, 
Apara Sakti and Avidya Sakti. The first is also called as 
Visnu Sakti, the second as Ksetrajfia and the third Karma or 
Maya Sakti.’ The Para Sakti is again three fold, viz. Sarhvit 
or Jina Sakti (power of consciousness), Sannidhi or Bala- 

Sakti (existence giving power) and Haladini or Kriy4 
Sakti (bliss giving power). The Apara Sakti and the Avidy4 
Sakti of the Lord consists of individual souls and matter 
respectively.” 

Brahman is regarded as the efficient as well as the 
material cause of the universe. It is efficient cause of the 
universe through its Para Sakti and material cause through 
its Apara Sakti— 


AT AATA ATE, arataga 1°" 


Para Sakti of Visnu is identified with Sr1.'* She is in 


—— 
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constant companionship with Him and being devoted to him, 
is different as well as non-different from Him. She is identical 
with Him, who is her very existence like the branch with the 
tree. At the same time she is different too and how this 
relation exists is inconceiveable or Acintya. Lord is said to 
enjoy Bliss through Her, though bliss enjoyed by Him is 
different from that of the individual self. This relationship is 
explained by Tridandiswami Sri Bhakti Vilas Tirtha Goswami 
Maharaj*"—“The absolute is a pair, not a single person. 
God is eternally coupled. Radha and Krsna are identical and 
distinct at the same time. The relation between them is like 
that of the musk and its scent etc. So they are one and the 


same, but they assume the two forms only to enjoy the beauty 
of the beautific sports. 


Similarly Srinivasdcarya maintains that Lord Krsna is 
the material and the efficient cause of the universe. He is the 
material cause in the sense that Para and Apara powers 


existing in Him, in subtle form are transformed ito gross 
form at the time of creation.” 


The relation of Para Sakti with him conceived here by 
Baladeva Vidyabhtsana is almost same to Srinivasdcarya 
but Para is not said to be three fold and so on. . 


As is evident from the description given above, both 
hold Parinamavada or Doctrine of Transformation, that is to 
say real evolution takes place from Him at the time of creation, 
and not apparent. 


Regarding the form of Lord Krsna both agree in 
maintaining that he possesses a Superhuman or divine form. 
But it is Baladeva who points out attributes of body in detail. 
He points out that the body of Visnu is luminous, omnipresent 
and so on.” The body is identical with Him. 


According to Baladeva, the attributes of the Lord 
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Krsna are not different from him but on the other hand these 
are identical with him and due to his possessing the super- 
logical powers even contradictory qualities and attributes 
co-exist in him. It is only for worldly purposes that these are 
spoken of as different. This distinction of substance and 
attribute, in the case cf God and his attributes, is admitted 
on the basis of the theory of ‘Visesa’ which is said to be 
representative of difference (Senfafafa:) By this concept of 
Visesa, wherever no Bheda exists, there also Bheda is 
conceived. Yet this Visesa is not mere Vikalpa or false verbal 
affirmation. It is explained by Mr. Das Gupta.*’ The concept 
of Visesa means that though there is no difference between 
God and his qualities or between his nature and his body, 
yet there is some specific peculiarity which makes it possible 
to affirm the latter of former and by virtue of this peculiarity, 
the differential predication may be regarded as true though 
there may actually be no difference between the two.” 


Although Srinivasacarya, admits Brahman the Highest 
Reality, to be Sri Krsna, personal God, possessor of a number 
of auspicious qualities etc., but he does not concede to the 
doctrine of Visesa as accepted by Baladeva Vidyabhiisana. 


Baladeva Vidyabhisana also alludes to the Avatdras or 
manifestations of God as Rama, Krsna, Fish, Tortoise and 
so on. These incarnations:are part of him, but these are not 
to be confused with the individual self which though regarded 
as ‘part’ of God, is different in nature, being limited and 
dependent. An Incarnation can be a manifestation of Lord’s 
powers in entirety as well as in part. The essential form of 
God is the form of Krsna, the Gopa-boy. Narayana, Vasudeva, 
Sarkarsaya and Aniruddha, who preside over Ahamkar, 
Citta, Buddhi and Manas respectively, are also his forms. 


The city of Loka or Visnu is called Vaikuntha, Gokula, 
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etc.* and is endowed with divine attributes which are 
identical with him. 


Srinivasicarya does not go into all these details and 
alludes to only six vyihas." Nor does he holds the body 
and the ‘Loka’ to be identical with Him. 


The second Reality accepted by both is Cit or the 
individual self. Both agree in holding that the self is eternal’ 
and that it is the knower, being of the form of knowledge— 


“WT Uae Wrsewea ala wyecareq wa sfay’"™ 


It is also upheld by both the philosophers that the 
individual self is the agent and its agency is dependent on 
Brahman. The individual self is the enjoyer of the fruits of 
its actions. The soul’s state of being agent etc. being natural, 
persists in bondage and release equally. 


Both hold that the individual self is a part of God, just 
as ray is that of the Sun. As the ray is different from the Sun, 
but at the same time, it is dependent on Him— 


‘TRAM sita:! “ sighaigqna: aera aeraca- 
Gaiterel 1" 


Baladeva points out here that by ‘part’ is not meant a 
piece or part cut off from the whole. It is said to be part in 
the sense of being dependent and inseparable from him; who 
is Independent and is its Ruler and supporter. 


That the individual self is atomic in size is accepted by 
both and this atomic nature being natural to it subsists even 
in the released state. 


Both agree on the point that the indiviual souls are 
innumerable, each differing from the other due to difference 
in karmas and sadhanas. There is full agreement on the point 
of different states of the individual self and its two-fold 
division into bound and released souls. Baladeva however, 


122 Vedduta-Kaustubhia-A Study 


adds a further division of bound souls into two kinds namely 
those which are desirous of salvation and those which have 
longing for the worldly objects. 

The former type again consists of two kinds of souls 
e.g.—Svanistha and the Ek4ntins. The latter being of two 
kinds—Parinisthas and Nirapeksas. The Svanisthas are those 
who meditate on all the forms of the Lord equally, without 
distinction while the Ek4ntins, Parinisthas and Nirapeksas 
are devoted to only one particular form of the Lord Krsna 
inspite of being aware of his innumerable forms. These three 
are superior to the Svanisthas. 

The third reality accepted by both is Acit. According to 
both it is evolved out of the Apard power of Brahman, both 
accept that the world is as real as Brahman and not illusion 
or unreal. ’* 

Whereas Srinivasacarya mentions three subdivisions of 
Acit namely Prakrt, Aprakrt and Kala, Baladeva mentions 
Prakrt and Kala only. The characteristics of these two 
categories are described in almost similar way, by both. 

Baladeva speaks of Karma as the fifth category which 
is described as sentient element and beginningless but which 
has an end. 

Acit is also dependent on Him and different as well as 
non-different from Him as we would see in the relation of 
Brahman, Cit and Acit. 

Let us first take up the relation between Cit or individual 
self and Brahman or Visnu. According to both Cit is similar 
as well as dissimilar to it but how this difference and non- 
difference is to be reconciled is the point of divergence. 

According to Baldeva Vidya4bhisana Jiva is different 
from God, due to difference in nature. The former is depen- 
dent for its existence, maintenance and activities On 
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Brahman, and are limited, atomic, while the latter is 
Independent in his activities, unlimited, all pervading Ruler 
and so on.’® But the Jiva is non-different from Him, as the 
effect is from the cause.'® Moreover as Jiva is pervaded by 
the Lord’” in this sense also, it is said to be different froir 
Him. But how does this difference and non-difference co- 
exist? To this it is replied by Baladeva that the relation is 
inconceiveable or Acintya. It is mystical and beyond the reach 
of the reasoning of the human mind. 


Similarly world, which is insentient, dependent for its 
existence, maintenance and destruction on Him, is different 
from God, who is Independent, Ruler, self conscious and so 
on. But being the product of the power of God, it is different 
from Him also. Here also as in the case of Jivas, the relation 
is mystical. 

On the other hand Srinivdsaicarya holds that this 
Bhedabheda relation existing between Cit, Acit and Brahman 
is Svabhavika or natural, persisting in all states bound as 
well as released. 


Moksa or Liberation is the end of this unending circle 
of birth and. death, which is the Prayojana or motive of 
philosophical pursuits. 


According to Baladeva Vidyabhiisana bondage consists 
in turning one’s face away from Brahman and one is released 
when one turns one’s face towards him.’ 


Baladeva Vidyabhisana agrees with Srinivasacarya in 
holding that the realization consists not only in the realization 
of Brahman but also in the realization of one’s own real 
nature. | 


Srinivasacdrya ma intains that on realization one attains 
similarity to Brahman and same idea is conveyed by Baladeva, 
when he says that Jiva attains three kinds of union with the 
Lord on realization namely living in his Loka, getting united 
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with his eternal form and feeling his existence. At the same 
time Baladeva points out, that Sayujya Mukti is the main 
and all the rest are included in it." 

According to both Jiva remains both different as wel] 
as non-different from Brahman even in released state. It has 
no other ruler except Brahman. The individual self is agent, 
enjoyer and knower. It can roam freely whereever it wants 
and maintains its individuality in this state. 

The individual soul, though similar to the Lord in many 
aspects, is not capable of creation etc., of which only He is 
capable. Moreover its size is atomic even in the released 
state. 

Baladeva like Srinivasdcarya gives consent to Videha- 
mukti only. Jivanmukti is not accepted. 


Among the various Sadhanas, Baladeva regards Bhakti 
or devotion to be the only means of realization. By the term 
Bhakti which is derived from the root ‘bhaj’ i.e. ‘to serve’ 
he understands Prema or intense love and not the sense of 
devotion. It is similar to the concept of ‘bhakti* of Nimbarka'” 
and Srinivasa. He points out that Bhakti includes two factors 
namely Vairagya (contempt for worldly object) and Prema 
(strong love for the Lord). Bhakti is not blind but rational, 
based on knowledge. It is emphasized again and again by 
Baladeva that by Vidy4 and Vidyd alone, one is capable of 
realising Him. By Vidy4 he understands Bhakti preceded by 
Jnana or knowledge— 


“‘ faegTeesy argent Ufwecaa i" 


The greatness of Bhakti is pointed again and again. 
Devotion or Bhakti has been divided into two kinds namely, 
vidhi-Bhakti and ruci-Bhakti, the former being devotion with 
fear. Second is superior to vidhi bhakti which is also bound 
by the scriptures while ruci bhakti is inspired by love for the 
Lord. 
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hot give so much 
dnta-Kaustub 


Srinivasacirya however does 
unportance to Bhakti in Ved ha althogh it js 


regarded as one of the best means. Nimbarkacarya puts a 
great deal of stress on Bhakti in DaSasloki. Jhdna-Karma- 
Samuccaya is not accepted by Baladeva as leading to the 
liberation. 


He agrees with Srinivasacar 


or karmas are helpful in purification of the mind and should 
be performed in accordance to one’s varna and asrama. 


The grace of the Lord js also regarded as the most 
significant thing in the realization. Without His grace no 
one can realize Him. It should be thought however that when 
the Bhakti is said to be the sole means, why now the grace of 
God is said to be more Significant ? It is said so because it is 
the intense Bhakti alone which leads to the grace of the 


God. Therefore, Bhakti is rightly said to be the means of 
liberation. 


ya on the point that actions 


The grace of the Guru or perceptor is also said to be 
helpful in His realization but it js not regarded as ultimate, 


because ultimately it is the grace of the Lord which leads to 
realization. : 


Baladeva also speaks of nine modes of devotion, Sravana, 
.@. listening to the utterance of Lord’s name, Kirtana /.e. 
reciting the name of the Lord. Smarana i.e. remembering 
his name, Pada-Sevana i.e. Serving the Lord, Arcana i.e. 
his worship, Vandana i.e. bending down before Him, Dasya 
i.e. treating oneself as His servant, Sakhya i.e. treating Him 
as one’s friend and Atma-Nivedana i.e. self-surrender. These 
nine modes of devotion can be included under either form of 
devotion i.e. Vidhi as well as Ruci Bhakti. 


Besides these he refers to many other kinds of Bhaktas 
and devotions also in details. 
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As we know Srinivasacarya does not go into these 
details. Guru garanapatti is also spoken of by N imbarka."” 
As is obvious from the study done above, that Srinivasdcarya’s 
system has great affinity to the Acintya Bhedaébheda, though 
divergence on some points is also natural from the very fact 
of existence of two different schools. 
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CONCLUSION 


In India, as in other countries, the philosophical systems, 
although standing on the grand pedestal of Pram4na-trayi, 
yet, are the outcome of the presuppositions of the philoso- 
phers, who interpret all these in accordance to their own 
concepts and ideas. Same is true of Nimbirka too; who placed 
an equal emphasis on the two-kinds of statements found in 
the upanisads, one of which propounded abheda or non- 
difference between Jiva and Brahman, and the other bheda 
or difference. He accepted both as ultimate and of primary 
significance and consequently propounded bhedabheda, more 
precisely Svabhavikabhedabheda. The fact is supported by 
Gita’ also in which Lord Krsna declares Himself as superior 
to both ksara and aksara, and as their inner controller at the 
same time. The relation is said to be Svabhavika i.e. natural, 
not adventitious (aupadhika) or super-imposed externally but 
it is natural, intrinsic or inherent and therefore cannot be 
put aside. This doctrine was carried more forcefully by 
Srinivasa, as is evident from the study of Vedanta-Kaustubha; 
wherein, he leaves no stone unturned to bring this fact to the 
mind of the reader and he has been successful in the 
achievement of his desired end. A lucid and beautiful 
treatment has been given by him, which can even be 
appreciated by a casual reader. The explanation in the work 
is so convincing that one does not see any impropriety in the 
co-existence of bheda, and abheda simultaneously. Besides 
this, the clear cut presentation of the basic concepts in 
Ved4nta-Kaustubha has placed the work to a very high 


position which perhaps, no other bhAsya of Nimbarka school 
can Claim. 
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The concept regarding the relation of the individua] 
self with Brahman, namely, bhedabheda is commendable, 
The self feels identity with Brahman, but its existence as an 
individual remains, for which the word ‘11" (similarity) 
has been appropriately applied, which again signifies 
difference and non-difference between the two objects. In 
my point of view, such conceived state is far better than that 
of absolute non-dualism, which cannot be easily grasped by 
people who sometimes equate it also with total non-existence 


of the self. 

Besides accepting jiidna i.e. knowledge and karma i.e. 
actions as right course or means to be undertaken, bhakti, 
which according to Srinivasa is ‘loving devotion’ has been 
accepted as competent means for this realization. 

It is also in consonance to the spirit of Bhagvadgita, 
wherein Sri Krsna says that by bhakti, one can attain Lord— 


“gee AAaAaritd BWarsqeaier aad: 1'” 


The Ultimate Reality as dealt in Vedanta-Kaustubha is 
not something abstract but concrete, a Personal God, which 
can be approached by all and sundry, with love and devotion 
and jiva is the very arhga or-part of Sri Krsna. One thing 
peculiar found in Vedanta-Kaustubha, is its non-allusion to 
Radha, while Nimbaraka always refers to her. For which no 
specific reason can be given. 

Another peculiar thing is that Vedanta-Kaustubha does 
not criticize any of the Ved4ntic Schools. It is appreciable 
that the work only deals with the doctrine of Nimbarka 
School; such bhasyas are indeed rare; which only take into 
consideration their own doctrines, without frowning on others 
here and there. 

Comparison of philosophy as contained in VedAnta- 
Kaustubha with other systems namely that of SarkaracArya, 
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Rémanujacarya, Madhvacarya, Bhaskaracarya and Caitanya 
as presented by Baladeva Vidyabhisana, clarifies one fact, 
that it is not the outcome of a philosophical mind, which is 
of inferior calibre. Although the system is leaning towards 
theology also along with philosophical concepts, still it seems 
to be an improvement on RamAnuja’s concept of (‘fagtar- 
fastaaqraara-y: Or “IRR ATaaaAHa: ”) regarding cit and 
acit as mere modes or Prak4ras which constitute His body ; 
and on that of Bhaskara, for whom bhedabheda relation is 
mere aupadhika and upddhis are also real. The dualism is 
created in Bhaskar’s system by taking upadhis also as real. 
By accepting the jivas as gross form of inherent subtle powers 
of Brahman, which are neither mere modes, nor result of 
working of upadhis ; Srinivasa has shown himself to be a 
thinking person ; and has removed the discrepancies, found 
in the system of Bhaskara and Ramanuja. 


As the date of Srinivasa life has been established in the 
later part of twelfth century or in the beginning of thirteenth 
century, the work, Vedanta-Kaustubha must have been written 
during this period. 


The simple language and style of the work is an 
additional ground for recommendation. The work has a lot 
to be recommended from the point of philosophy, ethics and 
originality in treatment as mentioned already. Therefore it 
may be said without hesitation that the study of the Nimbarka 
School, without Vedanta-Kaustubha is as incomplete as that 
of Sankara-bhasya without: Bhamati, or that of Madhva- 
bhasya without the bhdsya of Jayatirtha. 
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